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Current Topics. 


Mr. Purr Spencer Grecory, barrister-at-law, has been 
appointed one of the Conveyancing Counsel of the Supreme 
Court in the place of the late Mr. Casson. The appointment is 
likely to prove an excellent one. Both in point of learning, 
experience and energy (not an unimportant matter) Mr. Grecory 
is very well qualified for the conveyancers’ blue ribbon. 





On Tvuxspay the Master of the Rolls made a very interesting 
statement with regard to the progress of work in the branch of 
the Court of Appeal over which he presides. The business of 
the court, he pointed out, consists of interlocutory appeals, of 
appeals in workmen’s compensation cases, and of appeals from 
decisions at nisi prius, of which part are applications for a new 
trial, or for judgment in jury cases, and the rest are appeals 
from the decision of a judge without a jury or from Divimonal 
Courts. In all these departments the court, says the Master of 
the Rolls, is fully abreast of its work. About 100 cases in the 
interlocutory list had been di of, and he anticipated that 
the sittings would see the whole list cleared off. The arrears in 
workmen’s com tion cases existing at the beginning of the 
sittings have been dealt with, and also the cases in the now trial 
paper set down at the same time. In the list of final appeals 
there is still a substantial accumulation of arrears, which is a 
most serious matter, but Sir Rrcosarp Corts hopes that after 
Christmas assistance will be obtained from the new branch of 
the Court of Appeal over which it seems the Lord Chancellor is 
to preside. 





Tue intrwatTion by the Master of the Rolls that the Lord 
Chancellor is to preside over the proposed third branch of the Court 
of Appeal is, as far as we are aware, the first official statement 
that has been made as to the constitution of the court, and it 
cannot be said that it assists very much in forecasting how 





the court is to be worked. The Lord Chancellor has too many 
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other engagements for any great reliance to be placed on his 
continuous assistance, and there ere still two places left to be 
supplied. The Lord Chief Justice ought not to be taken away 
from the work of his own division, and the Probate Division 
has been already reduced to borrowing on its own account. 
Unfcrtunately there is§ no ex-chancellor, .and the 
Lords of Appeal were not included in the provisions of the 
Judicature Act, 1891, which made ex-chancellors ex officio 
judges of the Court of Appeal. Section 4 of the Judicature 
Act, 1875, contains a provision for judges of the King’s Bench 
or Probate Divisions being summoned to attend the Court of 
Appeal, and perhaps it is intended to have recourse to this 
section. But however the court is made up, the result, it seems, 
must be to leave work undone elsewhere. Possibly, while the 
sittings of the third Court of Appeal are experimental only, no 
great harm will be done. But if the state of business necessi- 
tates any lengtk ened continuance of the sittings, further provision 
for manning the court will clearly have to be made. 





THERE HAS BEEN some commotion about the decision of the 
judges of the City of London Court rescinding the practice, which 
is stated to have prevailed for forty years in that court, of 
allowing a solicitor to conduct cases on behalf of another 
solicitor. The practice is not uncommon in county courts, 
and had its origin in the fact that in a large number of 
the cases so handed over the amount at stake is either 
below the limit beyond which a fee to counsel is allowed, 
except by special order, or is too small to bear such fee. No 
doubt, however, it has been extended beyond those limits. 
There has grown up a class of solicitors who have become 
experts in county court advocacy, and it is natural and con- 
venient that solicitors who do not care for that kind of work 
should hand over theircasesto the experienced solicitor-advocates. 
This can at present only be legally done by transferring the 
whole case and giving notice of change of solicitors; but it is 
difficult to see why in small debt-collecting cases where, 
except by special order, no fee is allowed to counsel, the 
practice of one solicitor employing another to conduct the case 
should not be allowed. It is understood that the Bar Com- 
mittee and the Council of the Incorporated Law Society are to 
consider the matter, and it may be hoped that some satisfactory 
arrangement will be suggested. 


Tue Hartopp divorce case has at last come to an end, after 
occupying the time of a judge and a special jury for thirteen 
working days. The question will probably be asked by many 
whether it was necessary that the case should have lasted such 
a long time. It was by no means a remarkable or a compli- 
eated case. There were no difficult or interesting points of law 
to be decided, and the issues and the evidence were such as this 
division of the High Court has to deal with every day. In 
fact, the newspapers would have hardly noticed the case if the 
parties had not belonged to what is known as ‘‘ smart ” society. 
The position of the persons concerned caused the newspapers to 
report the case almost verbatim, and to advertise it on their 
placards in the largest type they possess. It is hard to avoid 
the conclusion that this fact also was the cause of the great 
length of the proceedings. Everyone concerned seemed to be 
conscious)y playing to a great gallery, and keenly alive to the 
fact that he was taking part in a cause célébre. Such a feeling 
must necesearily tend to spin out a trial, for when every word 
is read by curious millions, and criticized in every railway 
carriage, the very natural tendency to “show off” must be hard 
to resist. We do not blame any one person in particular for 
not resisting this tendency more strenuously, but we do say 
that everything was unduly spun-out except the summing-up of 
the judge. ‘The examinations of the witnesses, the cross- 
examinations, and the speeches were all protracted most un- 
reasonably, and much of the evidence given was futile in the 
extreme. Can anyone doubt that if the parties had been obscure 
persons this case would have been finished in (at the most) a 
ag of the time it actuallyoccupied? This is made plain 

reading the summing-up of the judge, which reduced the 
ease to ite proper proportions, while not minimizing ite great 


ae 
who are kept away from their businesses for three weeks hay 
only to be mentioned to be recognized. To some men it mug 
be little short of a calamity to be obliged to neglect their ow, 
affairs for such atime. And the result of the trial is that the 
parties have been throwing mud at one another for nothing, 
and that their legal position towards one another is what it wag 
when the case began! 





Tne TRIAL for murder arising out of the death of Mr. Kensrr, 
the Protestant reformer, ended in the acquittal of the prisoner, 
and no one who followed the reports of the evidence given for 


very weak case. Not only was there some doubt as to whether 
the death was caused by the wound at all, but there was very 
grave doubt whether the missile which caused the wound was 
thrown by the hand of the prisoner. It is to be noticed, more. 
over, that the prisoner escaped without giving evidence on his 
own behalf, and this alone shews how weak a case the Crown 
was able to lay before the jury, for nowadays jurymen un- 
doubtedly expect an accused person to deny on oath the truth of 
the charge brought against him. This is especially the case 
when the crime consists of one simple act, as in this case, which 
can be denied so easily. A remarkable incident of the case was 
the fact that Mr. Justice Jer commented in his summing-up on 
the failure of the prisoner to give evidence. As the judge 
said, on the assumption that he was innocent, the prisoner 
had absolutely nothing to fear from going into the box, but 
nevertheless he refused to take advantage of his opportunity of 
so doing. As is well known, the Criminal Evidence Act, 1898, 
expressly provides that the failure of the accused to give 
evidence shall not be made the subject of any comment by the 
prosecution. It leaves the judge, however, absolutely to his own 
discretion as to making such comment. Judges seldom do draw 
the jury’s attention to such failure on the part of the prisoner, 
but they might well do so far more often in the best interests of 
justice. To enable the jury tocome to a verdict, everything in 
the course of the trial which is really material should be brought 
to their minds. No one, probably, will deny that the refusal of 
a prisoner to submit himself to cross-examination is, in many 
cases, a very serious and material matter for their consideration. 
The counsel for the prosecution is forbidden to direct their minds 
to the fact ; but in our opinion the judge is fully justified in 
doing so, and it is sometimes his clear duty sotodo. Before the 
Act was passed the late Master of the Rolls, then Mr. Justice 
A. L. Surrs, in a case under section 11 of the Criminal Law 
Amendment Act, 1885, commented in very strong terms upon 
the failure of the prisoner to deny upon oath the evidence given 
against him. If it was right then it is right now, for the Act 
of 1898 only restricts the right of the prosecution to make such 
comménts. 





Two APPEALs under the Workmen’s Compensation Acts, decided 
by the Court of Appeal last week, deserve notice. Smithers v. 
Wallis (reported elsewhere) was a case arising under the Act 
of 1900, which provides that the Act of 1897 ‘‘shall apply to 
the employment of workmen in agriculture,’ and that ‘‘ where 
any workman is employed by the same employer mainly in 
agriculture, but partly or occasionally in other work, the Act 
shall apply also to the employment of the workman in such 


In the present case the county court judge found as a fact 
that the claimant was employed mainly in agricultural, 
but partly in other work, and there being evidence of 
this, the Court of Appeal did not, of course, disturb this 
finding. The workman was killed by an accident which 
occurred to him while on his employer’s business at 4 
place distant upwards of three miles fxm his employer's 
remises, and the county court judge awarded compensation to 
im. The contention of the employer on the appeal was that, 
having regard “to the language (above quoted) of the Act of 
1900, the limitations imposed by section 7 of the Act of 1897 
must be applied to cases arising under the Act of 1900, and that, 
therefore, to entitle a workman to compensation, the accident 
must have occurred “on, in, or about” the employer's 





© to the parties concerned. The hardship of jurors 


premises. Many cases have been decided on the words 
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other work.” ‘The Actis to be read as one with the Act of 1897. ~ 
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So 


>in, or about” a railway, factory, &., amongst them 
talk vy. Lbbotson (1899, 1 Q. B, 1003) may: be referred to, in 
gbieh a carter injured at a place distant a mile and a-half from 
the’ factory was held not to be entitled to’ compensation. 
TheCourt of Appeal, however, held that there were no words 
jp the Act of 1900 limiting its application to employment in any 
ysical area. The result is that in this respect the benefit of 
the Act of 1900 is of wider extent than that of the earlier Act, 
and this may have been intentional on the part of the Legis- 
lature, agricultural employment being often extended over a 
very large area, as in the instance, given by the Master of the 
Rolle, of a workman driving his employer’s cattle to market. 
In the other recent decision (Rees v. Penrikyber Navigation Co.) 
the question was whether the applicant was ‘‘ dependent ”’ on the 
deceased workman’s earnings within ScheduleI. (1) of the Act of 
1897. The applicant was the father of the deceased, and wasan in- 
mate ofa workhouse : at the time of the death of the deceased he 
was not making any contribution towards his father’s maintenance, 
although he had done so (under an order obtained under the 
Poor Law Acts) during a previous residence of the father in a 
workhouse, and had during an intermediate residence of the 
father outside the workhouse, contributed to his support. The 
county court judge declined to award compensation. The 
question of dependency is one of fact (see Main Colliery Co. v. 
_ Davis, 1900, A. C. 358); but im the present appeal it was 
contended that the legal liability of the son to contribute to the 
father’s support (see 43 Eliz. c. 2, s. 7, and subsequent 
statutes) was sufficient to create ‘‘ dependency” as a matter of 
law. The Court of Appeal declined to accept this theory and 
left the finding of fact undisturbed. 





Iv tHe case of Healing v. Healing, which has just been 
decided by Riotey, J., on further consideration, the learned 
judge had to consider a question which is rather bare of 
authority. The action involved the right to recover from a 
lunatic money expended in the maintenance of his children 
during his confinement in an asylum. The plaintiff was a 
linendraper who had been for some years confined in an 
asylum. No steps were ever taken to appoint a committee of 
his estate, but it appeared that during his confinement in the 
asylum his business had been sold by one of his brothers for 
£200, and that this money, or the greater part of it, had been 
expended, with the consent of 
maintenance and education of his children. The question, 
apart from circumstances which related to the conduct 
of the defendant during his. brother’s confinement in 
the asylum, was whether he had any defence to an action 
by the brother to recover back the money, the proceeds of 
the sale of the business. The learned judge referred to 
Read vy. Legard (6 Ex. 637). It was there held that a 
lunatic is liable for necessaries supplied to his wife, inasmuch 
as he would be liable if, being of sound mind, he had neglected 
to provide her with necessaries. Buthe added that the principle 
of Read v. Legard could not be extended so as to include 
necessaries supplied to the children, for the father was under a 
moral liability only, not a legal liability, to support them. 
There was, therefore, no ground for a counterclaim in respect of 
the money expended -by the defendant, and the plaintiff was 
entitled to recover. We have no wish to discuss the sufficiency 

4 of the reasoning of the learned judge, but *we are a little sur- 
on that in Read v. Legard, and sitnilar cases affecting the 
liability of the estate of a lunatic, some attempt was not made to 
justify the expenditure as having been made by an agent by 
necessity. It will be easily aniiesatiod that cases may often 
sour in which the interposition of an unauthorized agent is 
hecessary to save the property of the principal from deteriora- 
tion or even from destruction. It may be that the principal 
is necessarily obliged, as in time of warfare, to desert 

property, leaving no one in charge. It may be that he 
mes incapable, as in the present: case, by an attack of 
ity, of managing his own affairs. Even when a committee 

af the estate of a lunatic is appointed, this cannot be done with- 
out considerable delay, so that there is an interval during which 
his estate would need protection. One instance in which the 


existence of an agent by necessity is recognized by English law 


e plaintiff's wife, in thej_ 


is that of the master of a ship, who is, under certain circum- 
stances, an agent for the owner in of the cargo and may 
borrow money upon the security of it where he has no oppor 
tunity of pairs een, with the owner. But the Roman law, 

to which it is always useful to refer in any case of doubtful 
principle, expressly partes for the case of a friend assuming 
the management of the affairs of any one who had become of 
unsound mind, and enabled him to recover expenses which he 
had reasonably incurred in this self-im task. The Roman 
law has been followed by the Code Napoleon, which, by section 
1372, treats such an agency as a quasi-contract. It is also 
recognized by the Scottish law. It would be difficult to reconcile 
such an agency with the doctrine of the common law that a mere 
voluntary courtesy is not sufficient to support a subsequent 
promise. But in a case of extreme necessity, where a lunatic or 
his children might be in danger of perishing from want unless 
some friend came forward on their behalf, it would not appear 
unreasonable to imply a request from the lunatic to do what was 
necessary in the circumstances. 





Ir 1s 4 settled rule that where a trustee employs the trust 
money in his business, he is bound, at the election of the cestut 
que trust, either to account for the actual profits made, or to 
pay the ordinary rate of trade interest, and this has been 
hitherto fixed at 5 per cent. Vyse v. Foster (21 W. R. 307, L. R. 
8 Ch. 309, 7 H. L. 337). In Re Davis (51 W. R. 8) the question 
was raised whether this figure really now represents the mer- 
cantile rate of interest, but Farwet1, J., held that he was not 
at liberty to alter it, and it would seem that he is perfectly 
right. It would be very inconvenient if the court had to 
consider on each occasion what was the correct rate of interest 
to allow, and although there has of recent years been a ten- 
dency for the rate of interest on gilt-edged securities to go down, 
it by no means follows that the same holds good with respect 
to money advanced for purposes of trade. This depends both 
on the position of the trader and the current bank rate, and it 
would probably be found that from a practical point of view 
5 per cent. is at the present time not too high. 








The Real Representative. 
I. 


LirtLe more than a cursory examination of Part I. of the Land 
Transfer Act, 1897, will suffice to disclose the nature of the 
difficulties which beset anyone who endeavours to arrive at the 
true construction of its provisions. Rules of law oiguaty 
established with reference exclusively to personal estate, an 
statutes and decisions originally intended to apply only to 
personal estate, are incorporated into the Act through the 
medium of vague and general terms of reference, and are made 
to apply to real estate so far as the same are applicable. This 
method of enactment ts a twofold difficulty in every case. 
It raises, on the one hand, the question, what are the rules of 
law applicable under the circumstances of the case to personal 
estate, and, on the other hand, the question how far these rules 
are applicable to real estate. It is proposed to discuss here the 
reported decisions upon the Act with reference more particularly - 
to their bearing upon the latter question. 

The first section of the Act deals with the devolution of ‘real 
estate.” What is intended to be included in that expression is 
left in great measure to the imagination of the reader; for no 
definition of “‘ real estate” is to be found in the Act. From 
the decision of Farwett, J., in Re Harrowby and Paine’s Contract 
(W. N, 1902, p. acs Pe pears that the marginal note to the 

rst section—viz., “ ution of /egal interests in real estate on 
death,” does not confine the operation of the section to “ legal 
interests.” In that case it was held that, upon the death 
intestate of the owner of mortgaged real estate of which the legal 
estate was outstanding in a truatee, the section applied so as to 
make the real estate vest in the administrator of the deceased as 
if it were a chattel real, and that section 2 (2) of the Act gave 
her all the rights and liabilities she would have had with 





to a chattel real, including the right to redeem and the liability 
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to be sued in a foreclosure action. (For a full discussion upon 
the meaning to be attached to “‘ real estate’ see Robbins and 
Maw’s Devolution of Real Estate and Administration of Assets 
(8rd ed.), pp. 46-73.) 

The expression “ personal representative,” defined by section 
24 of the Act to mean an executor or administrator, has twice 
received judicial interpretation, first in Re Pawley and London 
and Provincial Bank’s Contract (1900, 1 Ch. 58), before Kexewicn, 
J., and again in Re Cohen’s Executors and London County Council 
(1902, 1 Ch. 187), before Byrnz, J. In both cases the question 
of interpretation arose under section 1 of the Act in connection 
with the concluding clause of section 2 (2). By section 1, it will 
be remembered, real estate within the purview of the Act of a 
person dying after the commencement of the Act is made to 
devolve and become vested on his death “‘in his personal 
representatives or representative from time to time as if it were 
a chattel real vesting in them or him.” The remaining sections 
are addressed to carrying out the intention of the Legislature as 
indicated in the preamble to the Act—viz., the establishment of 
a real representative by- investing the personal representatives 
with powers, rights, and duties, and subjecting them to liabilities 
incident to the administration of the real estate sodevolving upon 
them. Section 2 (2) of the Act concludes with the proviso “‘ that it 
shall not be lawful for some or one of several joint personal repre- 
sentatives, without the authority of the court, to sell or transfer 
real estate.” In Re Pawley and London and Provincial Bank’s Con- 
tract it was decided that the expression ‘‘personal representative ” 
included a person named in the will as executor and to whom 
liberty to come in and prove had been reserved upon a grant of 
probate to other executors, but who had not at the time actually 
or. In Re Cohen's Executors it was held that the expression 

id not include persons appointed by the will to be special 
executors of land abroad, since they were not entitled to take out 
probate in England, 

For the purpose of determining who were personal repre- 
sentatives within the meaning of the Act, the rules of law 
relative to the devolution of chattels real and to the right to 
probate in respect of chattels real were applied without qualifi- 
cation in each case, as if the real estate with respect to which 
the question arose were in facta chattel real. If, as appears 
to be the case, this method of determining the question is one 
of universal application, the principal rules for ascertaining 
who are personal representatives within the meaning of 
the Act, in whom real estate devised by will must vest, 
may be formulated as follows: A personal representa- 
tive must be regarded as deriving his authority, in 

of real estate no less than in respect of personal 

estate, from the will and not from the probate: see Re Pawley 
and London and Provincial Bank’s Contract (supra). ‘The extent of 
the authority so derived must be determined by reference to the 
will. If a testator appoints special executors of a particular part 
of the property, and general executors of the residue, the special 
executors must not be treated as deriving any authority what- 
ever in respect of the residue, whether it comprise real or 
personal property. They must not meddle with it, nor can they 
be charged with it: Sheppard’s Touchstonw, p. 401 ; Swinburne, 
p. 604; Gedolphin, p. 80. They are not in fact executors of it. 
Conversely, the general executors will not be entitled to probate 
in respect of the a property : In Goods of Wakeham (L. R. 
2P. & D. 396). ether, for instance, a testator appoint 
special executors of his real estate and general executors of the 
residue of his estate, or appoint special executors of his chattels 
real and general executors of the residue of his estate, the 
ial executors alone must be treated as personal representa- 
tives within the meaning of the Act. On the other hand, if he 
appoint special executors of his chattels real situate in North- 
umberland and general executors of the rest of his property, 
the general executors alone must be treated as personal repre- 
sentatives within the meaning of the Act of real estate and 
chattels real situate élsewhere than in Northumberland. The 
concluding observations of Byznz, J., in Re Cohen’s Evecutors 
must be considered apparently as limited to the facts of that 

case. 

Farther, all questions as to the continuance and determination 
of the same authority must be regarded as concluded by the 
provisions of the Probate Acts, 1857 and 1858. A person con- 





| 


—= 
stituted by willa personal representative in respect of real 
must be regarded as sontealinn in that capacity until his vite 
in respect of the executorship have wholly ceased and dete, 
mined in accordance with the provisions of these Acts—yj, 
upon his renouncing probate, dying without having taka 
probate, or failing to appear upon being cited to take probaty, 
Upon the happening of any one of these events, but in no oth» 
event, the representation to the deceased testator will go ang 
devolve as if such person had never been appointed executor, 

Lastly—and this is a point of considerable importance 
person appointed to be executor in respect of real estate mug 
be treated as incapable of renouncing by matter i pais. Asin 
the case of personal estate, he must renounce, if at all, by 
matter of record ; and no instrument of renunciation, though jp 
the ordinary form of a deed of disclaimer by trustees, will be 
effective as such until it has been recorded in the registry of the 
Probate Division : see Long v. Symes (3 Hagg. Eccl. Rep. 771), 
In Goods of Morant (L. R. 3 P. & D. 151). 

Turning to section 2 of the Act, the nature of the trust 
imposed upon the personal representative by sub-section | of that 
section was matter for the consideration of the court in Re Cowly 
(1901, 1 Ch. 38). In that case an infant had become entitled ip 
fee simple in possession to certain real estate as the heir-at-lay 
of a deceased great-uncle, who had died intestate since the Act 
had come into operation. The infant’s mother having been 
appointed administrator, and having cleared the estate of debts, 
applied to the court, by originating summons, for the appoint- 
ment of trustees of the real estate pursuant to, and for the 
purpose of, section 42 of the Conveyancing and Law of Property 
Act, 1881. It was pointed out in argument that, by virtue of 
the Land Transfer Act, 1897, the mother appeared to be already, 
under the circumstances of the case, a trustee of the property 
for the infant within the meaning of section 43 of the former 
Act. In these circumstances Cozens-Harpy, J., directed the 
application to stand over for a disclaimer to be obtained from 
her. Upon the subsequent hearing of the case, a formal 
disclaimer by the mother of “ the office of trustee, whether by 
virtue of the Land Transfer Act, 1897, or otherwise” was pro- 
duced, and thereupon the learned judge made an order as asked 
for by the summons, observing, however, that he would have 
hesitated to do so adversely to the mother’s right as guardian or 


otherwise. 

In Re Jones, Elgood v. Kindeley (W. N. 1901, p. 217), the 
question was raised whether, having regard to the provisions of 
the Land Transfer Act, 1897, the costs, charges, and expenses 
incurred in the administration of an estate consisting of both 
realty and personalty should now be borne rateably as between 
the real and personal estate, or whether the old rule, that only 
the costs so far as they have been increased by the administra- 
tion of the real estate, should be borne by the real estate, still 
ee. Buocktey, J., decided in favour of the latter view, 
holding that the case was met by the proviso to sub-section 3 of 
the second section of the Act, and that no part of the expense 
of obtaining probate or letters of administration ought to fall on 


real estate. 
(Zo be continued.) 








The following commission days have been fixed by the judges for 
holding the ensuing Winter Assizes on the Northern Circuit—viz.: Appleby, 
Monday, Janusry 19; Carlisle, Wednesday, January 21; Lancaster, 
Monday, January 26; Manchester, Thursday, January 29; Liver 
Saturday, February 14. 

The following are the circuits of the judges for the ensuing Winter 
Assizes: South-Eastern Circuit, the Lord Ohief Justice and Mr. Justice 
Lawrance, the latter going the first part and the Lord Ohief J ustice the 
second half of the circuit; Northern Circuit, Mr. Justice Grantham and 
Mr. Justice Walton; Midland Circuit, Mr. Justice Wills and Mr. Justice 
Kennedy, the former judge not joining the circuit until Nottingham is 
reached, after which Mr. Justice Kennedy wilkreturn to London, while 
Mir. Justice Wills proceeds to Warwick and Birmingham; Oxford 
Circuit, Mr. Justice Darling and Mr. Justice Jelf, the former not jo! 
the circuit until Stefford is reached, and at tne conclusion of the busines 
there Mr. Justice Jelf will retura to town, wirlle Mr. Justice Darling wil 

oin Mr. Justice Wills at Shasinghoms ; North Wales Circuit, Mr. Justice 

ruce ; South Wales Circuit, . Justice Phillimore; North-Eastem® 
Circuit, Mr. Justice Ridley aud Mr, Justice Bucknill ; Western Circuit, 
Mr. Justice Bigham and Mr. Justice Ohannell, the latter not joining the 
circuit until Exeter is reached. 
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_ : the mind of th presented by the liquidator is to be 
Sale by a Company of Its See ttc rethecsl steely oe ot te aneclenet wattle 


Undertaking. 


Ir may now be taken to be settled that the clause which was 
formerly inserted in articles of association depriving share- 
holders-of their rights under section 161 of the Companies Act, 
1862, is ineffectual for this purpose, and hence special interest 
attaches to the decision of Bucxtzy, J., in Doughty v. Lomagunda 
Reefs (Limited) (51 W.R. 29; 1902, 2 Ch. 887) that a sale may 
be made by a company with a view to winding up which would 
not be permissible to a liquidator in the winding up except upon 
terms of giving full effect to section 161. The object of the 
section was explained by Curry, J., in Cotton v. Imperial, &., 
Corporation (1892, 3Ch. 454). ‘The gist of the enactment,” 
he said, ‘‘is this—that the liquidators in a winding up, 
instead of selling for money, may sell for shares; but, as a safe- 
guard against that and against imposing possibly a liability 
upon a member of a company which is being wound vp by 
seeking to force upon him shares which were not fully paid up, 
the Legislature has, by way of protecting his interest, said in 
substance that if he dissents he may receive the value of his 
shares in money.” Or—to follow more closely the language of 


‘the section—upon any sale by the liquidators, with the sanction 


of a special resolution, in consideration of shares, a dissentient 
member may require them either to abstain from carrying the 
resolution into effect, or to purchase his interest at a price to 
be determined either by agreement or by arbitration under 
section 162. 

To avoid the inconvenience of this resort to arbitration, the 
clause in the articles of association which has hitherto been 
usual provided that a dissentient member should not have the 
rights conferred upon him by section 161, but instead thereof 
should only receive the proceeds of a sale by the liquidators of 
the shares to which he would be entitled. But grave doubt was 
thrown by Re Peveril Gold Mines (Limited) (46 W. R.198; 1898, 
1 Ch. 122) upon the validity of any article which purported to 
deprive a shareholder of his statutory rights. In that case the 
right in dispute was the right given by section 82of the Companies 
Act, 1862, to every contributory to petition for the winding up 
of thecompany. The articles of association purported to place 
certain restrictions on the exercise of this right, but it was held 
by Byrnz, J., and the Court of Appeal that the restrictions 
were void. ‘‘In my opinion,” said Currry, L.J., “ this condi- 
tion is annexed to the incorporation of a company with limited 
liability, that the company may be wound up under the circum- 
stances, and at the instance of the persons prescribed by the 
Act, and the articles of association cannot validly provide that 
the shareholders, who are entitled under section 82 to petition for 
a winding up, shall not do so except upon certain conditions.” 


But though the decision in Re Perevil Gold Mines (Limited) 
was directed to section 82, similar considerations obviously apply 
in any other case where the articles attempt to override the 
statutory rights of shareholders, and this has been recognized 
with regard to section 161 in Baring-Gould v. Sharpington, §c., 
Syndicate (47 W.R. 564; 1899, 2 Ch. 80) and Payne v. Cork Co. 
(Limited) (48 W. R. 325; 1900, 1 Ch. 808). In the former of 
these cases an attempt was made to support the articles of asso- 
ciation upon the ground that they form an agreement between 
the members and the company. As already stated, the price of 
the dissentient shareholder's interest may be ascertained under 
section 162 by agreement, and it was urged that the clause in 
the articles of association that he shoud receive the proceeds of 
asale of the shares made by the liquidator was equivalent to an 
va for the purpose of section 162. But although, by virtue 
of section 16, the articles rank for some purposes as an agreement 
between the members under seal, yet they are not an agreement 
as between the company and each member, and clearly they 
are not such an agreement as is contemplated in section 162. 
“That agreement,” said Linney, M.R., in Baring-Gould v. 
Sharpingion, &c., Syndicate, “ whatever it may be, must be an 
agreement between the company on the one side and the 
member on the other, the company being represented by the 
liquidator, . . . Tosay that the agreement referred to in section 
162, asone to which the mind of the dissentiont member and 





tion, binding all the members, whether dissentient or not, would, 
as it seems to me, be an unwarrantable extension or interpretation 
of the word ‘ agreement’ in section 162.” Andsincethearticles were 
not an agreement within the meaning of that section, they were 
powerless to deprive the dissentient shareholder of the rights 
conferred upon him by section 161. “Any contrary inter- 
pretation of the section,” said the same learned judge, ‘‘ would 
come to this, that the company could by the articles of associa- 
tion made beforehand—before there was any dispute with a 
dissentient member—bind all the members, and deprive them 
of the benefits conferred on them in the event of their becoming 
dissentient members under section 162. I do not think this 
can be done by the articles of association.” In the subsequent 
case of Payne v. Cork Co. (Limited) (supra), Srieuine, J., 
naturally regarded this judgment of Lord Lixpixy’s as decisive 
thatit is impossible by articles of association to deprive dissentient 
members of the benefits conferred on them.by section 161. 

But sections 161 and 162apply only to a sale by the liquida- 
tors in a winding up, and it is possible, therefore, that the 
company itself, previously toa winding up, can effect a sale of 
its undertaking without incurring the necessity of complying with 
the requirements of section 161 as to dissentient shareholders. 
It is true that section 161 opens with the words ‘“ When any 
company is proposed to be, or is in the course of being wound 
up altogether voluntarily, and the whole or a portion of its 
business or property is proposed: to be sold or transferred to 
another company,” and Ton the section is designed to meet 
the case of a proposition for sale put forward before the 
winding up; but the actual sale is to be made by the liquida- 
tors, and the power for this purpose is conferred on them by 
section 161. If, however, the company’s memorandum 
association contains the usual clauses enabling the company to 
sell its undertaking for shares in another company, aud to 
distribute the property of the company i specie among the 
members, there is no necessity to have recourse to section 161. 
The sale may be made by the company itself prior to liquida- 
tion, and the shares may be distributed among the members in 
the liquidation. This course was sanctioned by Currry, J., in 
Cotton v. Imperial, c., Corporation (supra). A resolution was 
passed at an extraordinary general meeting of the company 
held on the 13th of April, 1892, approving the sale of the 
undertaking to a new company; and though a resolution for 
voluntary winding up which was — on the same da 
was not then carried, a similar resolution was passed ao 
confirmed in the Ae ome month, and it was also resolved 
that the liquidators should divide among the members of the 
old company the paid-up shares received as the consideration for 
the sale. Ourrry, J., held that this es, aa was within 
the powers of the company under its memorandum of association, 
and was in no way affected by section.161. That section, he 
observed, contained no prohibition. ‘It is a power conferred 
upon the liquidators for the more convenient winding up of a 
company, and it is not a violation of anything to be found in 
that section for a company, by its own memorandum of associa- 
tion, to take power to sell its assets for shares in another 
company.” Be: 

In the present case of Doughty v. Lomagunda Meefs (Limited) 
(supra), where a similar power was contained in the memo- 
randum, Bucxiey, J., suggested that the proper fanction of 
the memorandum was to defice the objects of the company as & 
going concern. “If,” he said, “‘ the matter were untouched by 
authority, I think that there would be 100m for a great deal of 
argument to shew that the objects referred to are these which 
the company is to carry out for the purpose of earning a profit 
—what I may call the ‘living’ objects of the compaay, acts 
which it has todo as a living oa, with a view to a 
profit—and do not include clauses addressed to the disposal of 
the assets of the company ata time when it was no loager going 
to carry an its undertaking.” But, however natural such a 
view of the functions of the memorandum may be, it is opposed 
both to the judgment of Onrrry, J., in the case cited, and to 
common practice, and Bucxxey, J., did not feel at liberty to act 
upon it. He held accordingly, that a sale might be made by 
the company outside section 161, although it was made solely 
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with a view to winding up, and although some of the details 
were Jeft dependent upon the results of the winding up. Now 
that the article excluding section 161 has been held to be 
inyalid, this method o carrying out a sale to a new company 
will probably be even more extensively resorted to than it has 
hitherto been. 





Reviews. 
Licensing. 


THe Law or Licensine in Eneianp, IntToxicaTine Liquors, 
THEATRES, AND Music Hats. IncnuDING THE PRACTICE OF 
LIcENSING SESSIONS, THE REGISTRATION OF CLUBS, AND, ALL THE 
PROVISIONS OF THE LICENSING ACT, 1902; WiTH A FULL APPENDIX 
OF STATUTES AND Forms, Sxconp EpitTioN, By JoHN BRUCE 
WI~LiaMson, Barrister-at-Law. William Clowes & Sons 
(Limited). 

Of the many text-books on the law of licensing this is one of the 
best. It is comprehensive, but at the same time concise. It‘is well 
written, readable, and interesting. This new edition comes at an 
excellent time, for the Licensing Act, 1902, comes into operation on 
the Ist of January next, and 1s one of the most important Acts of 
recent years. A multitude of small books on the Act. itself have 
lately appeared, but here we have a book which treats the coming 
changes as part of the whole system of licensing law, and so enables 
the reader to view those changes in their proper proportions 
and in their proper places iu that system. Besides this Act the 
Intoxicating Liquors (Sale to Children) Act, 1901, has 
been passed since the first edition of this book was published. 
Recenuy, too, we have had the decision of the Court of: Appeal 
in Rex v. The Farnham Justices (50 W. R. 573), which is the moat 
important case on this branch of the law since Sharp vy. Wakefield was 
decided by the House of Lords in 1891. All this new, matter is 
clearly aud ably dealt with in the book. In the appendix all Acts of 
any importance bearing on the law of licensing are given in full, with 
notes and cross-references; and there are also a large number of 
usefal forms, The book is a thoroughly useful and reliable work on 
the rubject. 





SUPPLEMENT TO Montcomeky'’s Licensinc LAws, CONTAINING THE 
IsToxicaTinc Liquors (SALE TO CHILDREN) AcT, 1901, THE 
LiIcENSING AcT, 1902, AND ALL Recent DEcisions RELATING TO 
THE SALE Or InroxicaTinG Liquors, AND TO THEATRES, Music, 
DANCING, AND BILLIARDS. By R. M. Montcomery, Barrist-r- 
at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell. 


Mr. Montgomery’s bovk on the ligensing laws is a very useful book, 
and a well-known one. It is uofortunate, however, that the second 
edition should have been published in 1900, so short a time before 
the recent important changes in the law. This has had the 
effect of putting an almost new book very soon out of date, 
and to obviate the difficulty this supplement has been 

It is divided into chapters which follow the order and 

it of the latest edition of the main work, and each chapter 
contains an sccount of the changes in the law treated of in the 
corresponding chapter of that work. Chapter I. containe a very full 
treatise on the Registration of Clubs, which is, of course, an entirely 
new subject. It 1s a little awkward to have to turn from one volume 
to another, and to find one often c»rrected and varied by the other ; 
but, short of bringing out a new edition, the author bas made the 
best of the situstion, and the two books together supply a very 
complete and accurate treatise on licensing law. 





THe Licensine Act, 1902: BeING aN ANNOTATED EDITION oF. THE 
ACT, WITH A GENERAL INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY OF ITS 
Provisions. By JosHvua SCHOLEFIELD and Gerarp R, Hint 
Barristers-at-Law. Butterwoith & Co. 

;This little book is ove of many similar works which have recently 
been published. The Act which is just about to come into operation 
affects so many persons of different classes that there must be a great 
demand for accurate information as to the new law. Sach informa- 
tion is supplied by this book, which consists of » short summary of 
the Act, followed by its text, with explanatory notes. Taese notes 
ate well written and to the point, and the book seems to be quite 





Case Stated. 


Tas Law axp Practice oy & Case Staten py A Court or 
SUMMARY JUKISDICTION YoR THE OPrtmIon or THE Hicn Court; 
with Parcevents oy a Case, Avripavits, Noricrs, anp Bits 


7 eee 
or Costs,» By A. C. Forster” BouLTon, Barrister-at-Lay, 
Butterworth & Co. 


It is impossible to look through a volume of law reports without 
being struck by the number and importance of the matters decided 
by the High Court upon cases stated by justices. Many of them 


matters are of close personal interest to most of the community, sush 
as questions touching the adulteration of food and the public health, 


extremely easy for a would-be appellant to be entirely shut out from 
his right of appeal by some mistake in procedure. In spite of this, 
the books in general use on summary procedure are rather weak ip 


and a very successful attempt, to atone for this weakness. It explains 
with minuteness and clearness the conditions precedent to appeals fom 
justices and the necessary steps to be taken in order to bring them 
before the High Court. The book will probably be found an extremely 
useful one, and one which will prevent many serious mistakes from 
being made. The most interesting chapter is that which professes to 
illustrate, if not defiae, the distinction between law and fact, Ibis 
astonishing how many appeals fail on the ground that the questioa 
raised is oue of fact and not of law. A finding of fact by justices 
will not, as a rule, be reviewed by the High Court. It is extremely 
difficult, if not impossible, to define the distinction ; but this book 

a long way towards making the distinction less vague than it 
has hitherto been, and a study of it may save the expense of many & 
fruitless appeal. 





Workmen’s Compensation. 


DicEst oF CAsEs DECIDED UNDER THE WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION 
Acts, 1897 AND 1900, WITH THE AcTs, ANNOTATED AND INDEXED, 
By Max A. Roserrson, Barrister-at-Liw, and A. T. GLEGG, 
Advocate. Stevens & Sons; Edinburgh: William Green & Sons. 


This book constitutes a very useful compendium of the statute and 
case law upon this subject. The deci-ions iacluded are those of the 
House of Lords, the English and Irish Courts of Appeal, the High 
Court in England, and the High Court of Session in Ssot!and ; the digest 
contains:a report of each case, with references to the authorized 
reports, and the notes to the Acts contain references to the digest; 
the cases are thoroughly up to date, and theie number (upwards of 
two hundred) bears testimony to the amount of litigation to which 
this legislation has led. 





WorKMEN's COMPENSATION Cases: BEING ReEpPorTs OF CASES 
DECIDED UNDER THE WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION AcTs, PRINCI- 
PALLY TAKEN From THE LAw Times REPORTS AND THE ‘TIMES 
Law Reports. Vou. IV. Edited by R. M. Minron-Sennovse, 
Barrister-at-Liw. William Clowes & Sons (Limited). 


This series of reports is well edited and no doubt serv-s a usefal 
purpose, although, as appears from the title, the cases contained in it 
are for the most part reported eleewhere. The usefulness of these 
reports would be considerably enhanced if Scottish and Irish d- cisions 
on the same Ac‘s were included. 





Books Received. 


The English Reports. Vol. XXIL: Chancary II., containing 
Equity Cases Abridged; Vol. 2 Cases in Chancery; aud Freeman's 
Chencery Cases. illiam Green & Sons, Edinbargh ; Stevens «& 
Sons (Limited). 

Principles of Equity. By Water AsuspuRNER, M.A., Barrister- 
at-Law. Butterworth & Co. 


The Licensing Acts, being the Licensing Acts, 1528 to 1902, together 
with sil the Inland Revenue, Innkeepers, Sunday Closing, and 
Grogging Acts relating thereto; with Introduction, Notes, and 
Forms, and Reports of Sharp v. Wakefield, Boulter v. Kent Justices, 
Rex vy. Farnham Justices, By the late James Paterson, MA, 
Barrister-at-Law. Fourteenth Edition. By WittiamM W. MAcKEN- 
21%, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Shaw & Sons. Butterworth & Co. 


The Law of Employers’ Liability and Workmen's C »mpensation. 
Third Edition, By Tuomas Beven, Barristercat-Law. Waterlow 
Bros, & Layton (Limited). 


A Practical Guide to the Licensing Act, 1902, with Notes and 

Comments and References to Pr«vious Licensing aud other Acts, By 

Limited) L, Rorugra, B.A. (Lond.), Solicitor. Jordan & Sons 
imited). 


the High Court and to the Law of Evidence. By Joun InDERMAUE, 
Bolicitor, and Onaries Tawarres, Solicitor. Third Editioa. 
CHarites THwatrzes, Geo. Barber. 





To obtain a decision of the High Court, however, on one of such’ 
questions, is a process surrounded by technical difficulties, and it % 


their exposition of this branch of practice. This book: isan attempt, . 


The Students’ Guide to Procedare in the King’s Bench Division of 
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American Law Review, November-December, 1902. Editors: 
Seymour D. THompson, St. Louis; Lzonarp A. JoNEs, Boston. 
Reeves & Turner. 


A Treatise cn the Law of Contracts. By C.G. ADDISON, Barrister- 
at Law. Tevth Edition. Edited by A. P, Percevat Kzep, M.A., 
Barrister-at-Law, and WiLL1AM E. Gorpon, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. 
Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

The Taking of Evidence on Commission, iocluding therein Special 
Examinations, Letters of Request. Mandamus, and Examinations 
Before an Examiner of the Court. By W. E. Hume Wii1t1Ms, QC., 
B.A., LL.B., and A. RomER Mackin, B.A.. LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. 
Second Edition. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 





Correspondence. 


The Practice of the Land Registry. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—The object of my letter to you of the 2od inst. was to estab- 
lish the proposition that the registered proprietor of a registered 
charge under the circumstances referred to would be in a position 
to confer on @ purchaser from him a good title to the land churged. 

It is true that I remarked in my letter that the conveyance of the 
legal estate to the chargee in the case supposed would strengthen his 

ition as vendor. In support of this view (apart from other con- 


" siderations) I may point out that the right of creating unregistered 


estates, rights, and interests in and to registered land is expressly 
declared by section 49 of the Land Transfer Act, 1875, and although 
such conveyance may be unnecessary and may operate only as a pre- 
cautionary or confirmatory measure, the rightsof the chargee and of 
the purchaser (supposing the transfer to the purchaser to contain an 
appropriate unofficial addition) would not be entirely dependent on 
(although, of course, subject to) the provisions of the two Land 
Transfer Acts, which, in the absence of judicial iaterpretation, are 
more or less problematical. 

I am not desirous of extending my observations to questions 
outside those raised by my previous letter, although invited to do 
so by your correspondent ‘‘A Conveyancer.” I should be sorry 
to embark on any attempt to defiae the effect of the Land Traasfer 
Acts on many points. A. E, Wootnovues. 

68A, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, Dee. 17. 





[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—As the effect of sections 30-32 of the Land Transfer Act, 
1875, on unregistered estates is of practical interest, I shall be glad 
it you will allow me to return to the subject. 

The case put is this: A., a registered proprietor, charges his land 
in favour of B. by an instrument of charge containing the ‘‘ Brick- 
dale clause,” by which A. conveys the land to B. in fee simple; then 
A. sells the land to C,, subject to B.’s charge. I maintain that 
that as soon as C. is registered as proprietor, B.’s ‘legal estate” is 
destroyed, because sections 30-32 of the Land Transfer Act, 1875, 
say that (with some exceptions immaterial for the present purpose) 
a registered transfer for valuable consideration confers on the trans- 
feree an estate in fee simple, subject to the incumbrances, if any, 
entered on the register, but free from all other estates and interests 
whatsoever. Any other construction, it seems to me, would not only 
contradict the plain meaning of the sections, but would be incon- 
sistent with the scheme of the Act, which is to make the register the 
sole evidence of title to land. 

The meaning of sections 30-32 is put beyond question by rection 
49, which, after authorizing the creation of unregistered estates 
in registered land, goes on to enact that any person entitled to 
an unregistered estate in registered land may protect the same from 
being impaired by any act of the registered proprietor by entering on 
the register a caution, inhibition, &c, And section 7 of the Land 
Transfer Act, 1897, carries the matter even farther, for it provides, in 
effect, that if a person omits to protect an unregistered estate by 
registering a caution, &c., he shall note entitled to indemnity for 
anyloss which he suffers by. an altiration of the register. In 
the case supposed, therefore, if B. wishes to protect his ‘legal 
estate” from being impaired by A., he must lodge a caution, 
or (if he can) gbtain an inhibition. I do not, however, 
observe that Mr. Brickdale recommends a chargee who has obtained 
& conveyance of the “legal estate” to protect it by a caution or 
inhibition, and even if the chargee did so, it is not easy to say what 
the result would be. Only one of two results seems possible—either 
A. can transfer the land to O. without B.’s consent, in which case B.’s 
“legal estate’ is destroyed; or A. cannot deal with the land without 
B,’s consent. No middle course is possible, for it is clear that C. 
eannot be registered as preeners subject to B.’s ‘ legal estate,” If 
A. can transfer the land to C. without B.’s consent, then B.'s ‘‘ legal 


estate” is valueless; on the other hand, if A. cannot deal with the 
land without B.’s consent, then a result is produced which A. can 
hardly have contemplated when he created the charge. 

In any case it seems desirable that the real effect of the ‘‘ Brickdale 
clause” should be ascertained assoonas possible. Many practitioners 
seem to think, because the insertion of the clause in instruments of 
charge is sanctioned by the practice of the Land Registry, that 
the clause adds substantially to the security of the chargee. I 
venture to say that in most cases the clause is valueless, and that in 
onme Coen it may be harmfal. A CoNVEYANCER. 

ec. Us 





The Land Transfer Acts. 
[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 


Sir,—It seems fairly clear that, on a transfer for valuable 
consideration of registered land, no “usual searches,” or search 
for receiving orders in bankruptcy, need be made against the 
registered proprietor; for by virtue of section 30 of the Land 
Transfer Act, 1875, the transferee takes the land subject to the 
incumbrances (if any) entered on the register and to the lisbilities, 
rights, and interests specified in section 18, ‘‘ but free from all other 
estates and interests whatsoever.”” Of course there are n 
ge ripen for qualified and acer titles and for aw 

ut there is, a ently, no correspondin vision as to charges. 
I can find nothing te the Acts or rules which would affect, ia favour 
of the proprietor of a registered charge, any rights protected by 
general registration under the various statutes or the title of a trustee 
in bankruptcy, and, consequently, I conclude that it is necessary to 
make general searches when taking a charge (or a transfer or charge 
of a charge) of registered land, and this even where the title is 
Te she lap d, nothing could, I suppose, appear b 

'o the lay mind, notbi , I su a more secure than 
a “ registered first charge” ona title pare dr “absolute” by the 
State, but ieee view mere such acharge may be defeated 
or tpon mavy persons having rights of varying natures. 
A ag there is, I think, a danger of pa arising iy ctetee of 
of oo 7 (3) by beneficiaries of a trust, notwithstanding section 

3 (1). 

In smal] cases the searches alone are worth the pitiab!e ‘‘ remunera- 
tion” of 103. 6d. per cent., to say nothing of protecting the client with 
respect to the array of possible liabilities specified in section 18. 

The point may be of interest to your readers. 

22, Chancery-lane, Dec. 13. W. J. BLoomrretp Howe. 








Points to be Noted. 


Company Law. 


Promoter—Secret Profit.—The F. Co., learning that some music- 
halis were for sale, with the owners to form a company to take 
over the halls, and in December, 1896, contracts for sale at an aggre- 
gate price of £24,000 were entered into between the owners and R. 
ioe was a trustee for the F.Co.). The contracts referred to the T. 

. as the intended ultimate purchaser. Only the deposits were 
then paid. On the lst of F , 1897, R. contracted to sell the 
Bais So O., 0s teestes 2 pe vemos larger 
sum in , mortgages, fully 
T. Co. On the 2nd of February the F. 
of which it was the promoter. On the 3rd 
@ declaration of trust in favour of F. 
ruary the directors of the T. Co. (nominees 
an independent executive) adopted the 

rospectus offering shares in the T. Co. for 

; = wiles a poate mn rospectu 
its know vity. e p 
fact the F. Co. was the real vendor to 
@ large profit on the re-sale. The T. Co, was ordered to be 
up, and the mortgagees having sold the halls, rescission of the 
agreement was impossible. On a misfeasance it was 
that the F. Co., as promoter was liable for its breach of duty by 
disclosure in damages, the measure of which was the profit on the 
re-sale. The F. Co. as promoter was ina fiduciary position as regards 
the fature shareholders of the T. Co., that position involving the duty 
to disclose the fact that it was interested as beneficial 
(Vaughan Williams, L.J.); and on the facts the law was “clear” 
(Romer, L.J.).—Rs Lesps anpD Haney THeaTReEs oF VARIETIES 
(Lirrsp) (C. A., July 11) (1902, 2 Ch. 809). 
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expenses and of legacies, and if the creditors resort to the personal 
estate, the legatees are entitled to have specifically devised real estate 
marshalled in their favour, so that their legacies will be paid 
out of it at the expense of the specific devisees. Re Bate (43 Ch. D. 
600), where Kay, J., decided to the contrary, is overruled.—RE 
Roserts (Kekewich, J., Oct. 31) (51 W. R. 89; 1902, 2 Ch. 834). 
Gift by Will for Charitable Purposes.— A testatrix bequeathed 
£4,000 to A. “‘ for the charitable purposes ed upon between us,” 
It was held by Farwell, J. (50 W. R. 185; 1902, 1 Ch, 214), that 
there was on the face of the will a limited charitable intent—namely, 
to the extent agreed upon—and that evidence was admissible of 
what this charitable intent was, including evidence that it only 
affected the income of the fund. But in the Court of Appeal the 
judgment of Farwell. J.. was reversed on the latter point. Since 
the £4,000 wag Fame mp given by the will, the evidence, so far 
as it cut down the gift to a gift of income only, was contrary to 
the will, and hence was inadmissible; but so far as it explained the 
charitable purposes it was admissible—Re HuxtasrE (0. A., 
Oct. 27) (1902, 2 Ch. 793). 


Common Law, 


Negligence—Intervening Act of Third Party—Liability.—The 
detendant company have a siding which crosses a highway on the 
level. To the eastward the siding is an incline running down to the 
level crossing. On the incline is a catch-point which would divert any 
vehicles a ee aa =. down the incline hae or the level 
crossing and prevent such vehicles from reaching the highway. The 
defendants’ servants shunted a number of vehicles on * dic thdien, 
but did not place them beyond the catch-point. The brakes of these 
vehicles, however, were screwed down and they were left in a 
perfectly safe condition provided: they were not interfered with. 
Some boys who had no right upon the railway detached a brake-van 
from the other vehicles and unscrewed the brake. The van thereupon 
ran down the incline and injured the plaintiff who was lawfully pass- 
ing along the highway. The defendants were well aware that boys 
frequently trespassed on this part of the line and played with the 
vehicles left standing upon it. Held, that the defendants were liable 
for damage caused to the plaintiff, since they knew of the danger 
which might arise from interference with the vehicles negligently 
omitted to take any steps to guard against such interference.— 
McDowatt v. THE GREAT WESTERN RartwAy Co. (Kennedy, J.) 
(1902, 1 K. B. 618). 

Debenture Bonds Payable to Bearer—Negotiable Instrument 
—The plaintiff's clerk stole from the plaintiff a number of debenture 
bonds payable to bearer. Some of these bonds were issued by an 
English company, others by foreign companies. The clerk employed 
M.,a broker, to sell these stolen bonds, and M. in the ordinary course 
of business sold tnem through the defendants, who were stockbrokers 
sod members of the London Stock Exchange. The bonds were sold 
in good faith to jobbers ; and when sold they were sent by M. to the 
defendants, who received the money from the jobbers and paid it to 
» who in his torn paid it to the clerk. On the theft being 
discovered, this action was brought for damages for conversion of the 
bonds, the plaintiff's . It was admitted that the defendants 
had acted with perfect bona fides. Evidence was given that such 
bonds are treated by the Stock Exchange, and by the mercantile 
world generally, as negotiable instruments passing by delivery from 
hand to hand. Held, by Bigham, J., that the bonds were negotiable 
instruments, asd that the defendants when they received the bonds 
were holders for value. Also, that it is no longer necessary to give 
— that po eagery o se tee ong as the court will 

judicial notice e .—EDELSTEIN v, SCHULER . 
(1902, 2 K, B. 144). pass 

Contract to Supply Goods to a Company — Liquidation 
of Company — Assignability of Contract. —T. contracted to 
supply s company with chalk at 1s. 34. a ton for fifty 


M4 


- The company went into liquidation and transferred all 

Its and property, and purported to assign the contract with 
T., to s new and much larger company, carrying on business in 
T. sued the ny aber for a declaration that he 
y ch: tee = re gag The 

cross-action against T., claiming a declara- 

tion that the contract was a valid and bindiog contract, + that the 
pe cw erg ay them, were or was entitled to be supplied by T. 
chalk on the terms of that contract. Held, by tne Court of 

the liquidation or sesignment to the new company had 
a to the —— = and subsuting 
original parties ; that : old company were 

to perform their part of the contract by some other person, 
the new could not sue in their own 
as assignees, T. was bound to the chalk according to the 
of the contract.—To.uvnsr v. THE ASSOCIATED PoRTLAND 





CEMENT Co., ASSOCIATED PoRTLAND CEMENT Co. AND IMPERIAL 


PoRTLAND CEMENT Co. v. ToLHURST (1902, 2 K. B, 660). 


Conveyancing. 


Mortmain.— The definition of “land” in section 3 of the 
Mortmain aod Charitable Uses Act, 1891, which excludes ‘‘ money 
secured on land or other personal estate arising from or connected 
with land,” excludes, by virtue of these words, proceeds of sale of land 
which under the will directing the sale are to be handed over to a 
charity. Moreover, since the charity is only directly interested in 
the eeds of sale, and not in the land itself, land is not under such 
& gift ‘‘ assured by will to or for the benefit of any charitable use” 
within the meaning of section 5. Hence the requirement of that 
section as to sale within one year does not apply, nor can the court 
authorize the permanent retention of the land under section 8. The 
trust is subject totheordinary jurisdiction of the court, aud the trustees 
must sell, not necessarily within a year, but within a reasonable time: 
Re Sipesorrom (C.A., June 20) (50 W. R. 641; 1902, 2 Ch. 389). 

Right of Way.—Although the grant of a right of way extends in 
terms only to the ‘‘ lessee, his executors, administrators, and assigns, 
under-tenants, and servants,” yet it authorizes the use of the right 
generally by licensees of the grantee, and if the demised premises are 
being lawfully used as a club, all the persons having entrance to the 
club are entitled to the use of the right of way.—BAXENDALE v. 
age —— &c. Cius (Swinfen Eady, J., June 24) (1902, 2 

. 427). 








Result of Appeals. 


Appeal Court I. 


In the Matter, &c. Smithers (Applicant) v. Wallis (Respondent). 
Appeal of respondent from award of County Court (Surrey, 
Aldershot), dated May 28, 1902. Dismissed with costs. 


Dee, 12. 

In the Matter, &c. Harrison (Applicant) v. Gutherie & Son 
(Respocdents). Appeal of respondents from award of County 
Court (Durham, Darlington), dated June 19, 1902. Dismissed 
with costs. Dec. 12. 

In the Matter, &c. Wagstaff (Applicant) v. Perks & Son 
(Respondents). Appeal of respondents (as against third party) 
from award of County Couré (Derbyshire, Derby and Long 
Eaton), dated June 19, 1902. Allowed with costs. Dec. 12. 

In the Matter, &c. Marstone (Applicant) v. Nicklen (Respondent). 
Appeal of respondent from award of County Court (Dorset- 
eg Wimborne), dated July 4, 1902. Allowed with costs, 

12. 

In the Matter, &. John Rees (Applicant) v. The Penrikeber 
Navigation Colliery Co. (Limited) (Respondents). Appeal of 
applicant from award of Qounty Court (Glamorganshire, 
omg ag Ash), dated July 7, 1902. Dismissed with costs. 

. 13, 

In the Matter, &c. Robert Flynn (Applicant) v. Pimbo Lane Coal, 
Brick and Tile Co. (Respondents). Appeal of applicant from 
award of County Court (Lancashire, Liverpool), dated July 10, 
1902. Struck out for want of sppearance. Dec. 13. 

(Original Motions.) 

McLean v. The Adamant Stone ani Paving Oo. (Limited). Applica- 
tion of defendant company for security for costs of appeal (No. 
13, K. B. Final List). £40 ordered. Dec. 15. 

Roberts v. Daniels. Application of defendant for security for costs 
. appeal (No, 79, New Trial Pap:2r). Dismissed with costs. 

ec. 15. 

In the Matter of Charles E. Baker and Arthur J. Lees (practising as 
Baker, Lees, & Co.). Taxation of costs. Appeal of C. E. Baker 
and Arthar J. Lees from order of Mr. Justice Ridley, dated 
Nov. 27, 1902. Allowed with costs, Dec, 15. 

To be Mentioned. 
(As to Costs). 
order). Application by defendant that plaintiff 
Allowed with costs, Dec, 16. 
(For Judgment). 
(New Trial Paper.) 

Collins », Cooper. Application of defendant for Judgment or new 
trial on sppeal from verdict and judgment, dated July 17, 1902, 

trial before Mr. Justice Phillimore and a special jury, Maid- 
stone (ca v Dec. 10). New trial ordered. Deo, 16, 

To be Mentioned. 
Lewis v. The Taff Vale Railway Oo. Application of defendant for 


stay of pao pending Stay of execution on 
re Me paying £3 a week un canoe herd. Dec. 16. 


Day v. Harris (by 
pay all costs. 
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Appeal of respondent from award of County 


dent). 
1902. 


Court (Gloucestershire, Gloucester), dated July 22, 
Dismissed with costs. Dec. 16, 

In the Matter, &c. William Barklam (an infant of John Barklam, 
his father and next friend) (Applicant) v. The Rotherwood Iron 
and Steel Co, (Limited) (Respondeots). Appeal of respondents 
from award of County Court (Yorkshire, Rotherham), dated 
Sept. 16, 1902. Allowed with costs. Dec. 17. 

In the Matter, &c, Smith (Applicant) v. Normanton Colliery Co. 
(Limited) (Respondents). Appeal of applicant from award of 
County Court Judge (Derbyshire, Alfreton), dated Sept. 22, 
1902. Dismissed with costs. Dec. 17, 

Inthe Matter, &. John Plant (Applicant) v. The Oldnall Colliery 
Co. (Respondents). Appeal of a from award of County 
Court (Worcestershire, Stourbridge), dated July 14, 1902. 
Dismissed with costs. Dec. 17. 

(Final List.) 

The Mayor, &c, of Truro v. Kemp. Appeal of plaintiffs from judg- 
ment of Mr. Justice Wiils, dated Aug. 5, 1901. Withdrawn. 
Dee. 17. 

Ward Bros. v. James Hill & Sons. Appeal of defendants from 
judgment of Mr. Justice Wills, dated Aug. 6, 1901, without a 
jury, Middlesex. Next sittings. 

Mediterranean and New York Steamship Co. v. Mackay. Appeal of 
plaintiffs from judgment of Mr. Justice Bucknill, dated July 6, 
1901, with a special jury, Liverpool. Dismissed with costs. 

18 


Dec. 18. 

Trustee of G. Mellor, a bankrupt v. Maas. Appeal of defendant 
from judgment of Mr. Justice Wright, dated Nov. 8, 1901, 
without a jucy, Middlesex. Dismissed with costs. Dec. 18, 


Appeal Court II. 
(In Bankruptcy.) 
In re Charles Bright (ex parte The Commercial Intelligence Bureau 


(Limited), No. 565 of 1901. An application to increase security 
for costs. £50 further ordered. Dec. 12. 
(For Judgment,) 

Sebastian Ziani de Ferranti v. The British Thompson Houston Co. 
(Limited). Appeal of plaintiff from order of Mr. Justice 
Swinfen Eady, dated Janu. 30, 1902 (c av Nov. 19). Dis- 
missed with costs. Dec. 15. 

(General List.) 

In re Jaques, deceased. Hodgson v. Braisby and Others. Appeal of 
defendant Annie Todd from order of Mr. Justice Buckley, dated 
Feb. 24, 1902. Dismissed with costs, Dec. 15. 

In re Letters Patent, No. 5,889 of 1897 and In re the Patents, &c. 
Acts, 1883 to 1888. Appeal of petitioners J. Crosfield & Sons 
and another from order of Mr. Justice Buckley, dated March 7, 
1902, Allowed with costs. Dec. 17. 


(Motion.) 


Usher v. Ross. Application of defendant Ross for stay of proceedinge 

pending appeal (by order). _ Dismissed with costs. Dec. 17. 
(Interlocutory List.) 

Isach Hassan v. Abdu Harari and Others. ' Appeal of defendants from 
order of Mr. Justice Swinfen Eady, dated Jan. 17, 1902 
(restored Dec, 16, 1902), Dismissed with costs. Dec. 17. 

(For Judgment.) 

Aflalo v, Lawrence & Bullen (Limited). Appeal of defendants 
from order of Mr. Justice Joyce, dated July 31, 1901 (cav 
Dec. 6). Dismissed with costs (Romer and Stirliog, L.JJ., 
Vaughan Williams, L.J., dissenting). Dec. 18, 

The North American Land and Tiuiber Co. v. Watkin. Appeal 
of defendant from order of Mr. Justice Ki kewich, dated Nov. 21, 
1902, Dismissed with costs. Dec. 18, 

(General List. ) 

Ia re Brown, deceased. Osmond v. Jones. Appeal of defendant 
M. E. Wright from order of Mr Justice Byrne, déted March 18, 
1902 Dismissed with costs. Deo, 18. 

Inre a Contract between the School Board for London and 8. G. 
Foster, and In re the Vendor and Purchasers Act. 1874. Appeal 
of the School Board from order of Mr, Justice Kekewich, dsted 
March 25, 1902. Next sittings. 

v. Istead. Appeal of plaiatiff from order of Mr. Justice 
Joyce, dated March 24, 1902. Dismissed with costs. Deo, 18. 


[Compiled by Mr, Antuun F, Ouarrix, Shorthand Writer. } 
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Matter, &. B Applicant) v. W. Whitel Limited 
” Te ceedents) Appeal of PP Neant foc award of Goncty One Cases of the Week. 
(Middlesex, Marylebone), dated Aug. 7, 1902. Dismissed with 
costs. Dec. 16 Court of Appeal. 
In the Matter, &c. HH. J. Brick (Applicant) v. Thomas Wells | SMITHERS (Applicant) v. WALLIS (Respondent). No. 1. 12th Dec. 


Master ann Servant —Accipent — “‘ Acricutrurs’’ — ‘* Partiy oR 
UccastionaLLy Emrioyep 1x Oraen Work ”—Liapiiity or Employer 
ror AccrpenT AT A Distance Prom His Premiszs—Worxkmen's Com- 
PENsATION Act, 1900, s. 1 (i) (3), 8. 2. 

This was an appeal by the employer from an award in favour of the 
applicant made by the county court judge, sitting at Aldershot, under 
the Workmen's Oom ion Act, 1900, which extended the benefit 
of the Act of 1897 to workmen employed in agriculture. > 
appellant, lived ‘‘ The Cedars,” Aldershot, and had engaged the husband 
of the applicant as his handy man to a en which 
about three-quarters of an acre in extent, and 
horses, and his wages were to be 22s. a week. On the 17th of February 
last Smithers was driving his master’s horse in a trap to give it exercise 
when he collided with another vehicle and was thrown out of the 
trap and was killed. Theaccident occurred about threeand-a-half miles from 
** The Oedars,”’ and the county court judge found as afact that Smithers was 
employed mainly in agriculture, but in other work within the 

of section 1 (3) of the Act of 1900, and that the employer was liable 
although the accident did not happen ‘‘on or in or about the premises.” 

He acc ly made an award in favour of the widow, Mrs. Smithers, for 

£171 12s. By section 1 (i of the Act of 1900 it is provided that from and 

after the commencement of this Act the Workmen’s Compensation Act of 

1897 shall apply to ‘‘the employment of workmen by any employer who 

habitually employs one or more workmen in such its’? ; and by 

sub-section 3 ‘‘ Where any workman is employed by 
mainly in agriculture, but ly or occasionally in other work, this Act 
shall apply also to the emp oyment of the workman in such other work.’’ 

The expression “agriculture” is defined as including horticulture, 

forestry, and the use of Jand for any of h , and inclusive 

of the keeping or breeding of live stock, poultry, or bees, and the growth 
of fruit and vegetables. By eect on 2,“ tnis Act . . . shall be read as 

one with the Act of 1897.”’ 

Tur Oovrr (Cottms, M.B., and Romer and Marsew, L.JJ.), without 
hearing counrel for the respondent, held that the appeal must be dismissed. 
To hold otherwise it would be to read into the words of section 
1 (i.) a limitation that the Act of 1897 was only to apply to accidents 
which happened in, on, or about the employer’s ges. 

Per Maturew, L.J.—The Act of 1900 was for the purpose of - 
tecting workmen employed in agriculture in the ordinary course of their 
employment, and tnat kind of employment inciuded clearly employment 
often necessarily at a distance from employer’s —CouNsgL, 
Ruegg, K.C.,and G. J. Sills; Herbert Reed, K.C., and D, Stephens. Soxicrrors, 
Cattams § Co.; Blyth, Dutton, Hartley, § Blyth, for Foster ¢ Wells, 


Aldershot. 
| Reported by Exsxuvs Resp, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


WAGSTAFF (Applicant) v. PERKS & SON (Respondents) AND 
; FIRTH (Third Party). No.1. 12th Dec. 

Master anp Servant—CompensaTion ror Insurntgs sy Accipenr—Svun- 
conTRacTeR—‘* OnpERTAKERS ’?—INDEMNITY— WORKMEN'S CoMPENSATION 
Act, 1897 (60 & 61 Vicr. c. 37), ss. 4, 7. 

Appeal from an award of his Honour Judge Smyly, sitting at Long Eaton 
County Court, as arbitrator in a claim for compensation made under the 
Workmen's Oompensation Act, 1897. The respondents in the county 
court were contractors for the building of a house in Set, Long 
Eaton, and they were found liable to the applicant sus- 
tained while at plastering work on the building. 
having been found, they claimed to be indemnified by the sub-con 
for the plastering work, one Handel Firth, but the learned judge held they 
were not entitled to indemnity because, as the contractors supplied the 
materials for the plastering, the eub-contractor was not an undertaker 
within the meaning of section 4. The \ nas and relied 

ry 


on the recent decision of Cooper ¢ Crane v. 
No one appeared for the sub-contractor. 

Tue Covrr (Coniis, M R., and Romer and Marsew, L JJ.) held that 
the appellants were entitled to be indemnified by the sub. contractor.— 
OounsEt, Hextall. Soxrcrrors, William Hurd § Son, for F. Berryman, 
Nottingbam. 

[Reported by Easxrve Rep, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.]} 


Re JAQUES. HODGSON v. BRAISBY. No.2. 12tb, 13th, and 15th Dec. 

Purcrasrk or Hovss anp Lanp ror Lecarss ny TsstarTor IN ats Liver 
—OCopriet. Driexctine ADVANCES TO BB Brovert into Horcaror—Con- 
sTRUCTION —PresuMPTION AGaINst Dovsie Portroxs. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Buckley, J. 
1897, John Jaques gave his residuary real and personal 
sale and conversion ; one-third of the net proceeds being given in favour 
of the testator’s daughter, Mrs. Braisby, to whom the testator also gave a 
lite interest in certain real —__s 

May, 1899, the testator made a by which 
Braisby should ‘not participate in the benefit 
first bringing into hotchpot as part or his 
amount of any advances or moneys lent by him 

either of them since their marriage, The testator died in 1901, and this 
summons was taken out by the surviving trustee of his determine 
(inter alia) whether the purchase-moneys 
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of land, which had been purchased by the testator during his lifetime and 
conveyed by his direction to Mr. and Mrs. Braisby, ought to be regarded 
as advances or moneys lent and brought into hotchpot. Buckley, J., held 
that they ought not to be so regarded. The legatee of another one-third 
share of residue appealed. 

Dec. 15.—Tue Covrr (VavcHAN Witi1Ms, Strruina, and Cozens-Harpy, 
L.JJ.)-dismissed the appeal. 

Vavenan Wittiams, L.J., after stating the facts, heldon the construc- 
tion of the codicil that the real estate purchased fur the Braisbys was not 
intended by the testator to be brought into hotchpot, and that the word 
‘‘advances”’ referred to moneys lent or paid at request only. His 
lordship then dealt with the casesof Re Vickers (36 W. R. 545, 37:Cb. D. 
525) aud Re Lawes (30 W. R. 33, 20 Ch. D. 81), which had been cited in 
argument, and said that in his opinion these cases had not altered the law 
relating to the presumption against double portions. In Re Lawes Jessel, 
M.R., did not intend to modify the doctrine founded on the earlier cases, 
but to affirm it, and in his observations on Jessel, M.R.’s, judgment in 
Re Vickers North, J., had puta wrong interpretation on Jessel, M.R.’s, 
words. 

Srreume, L.J., agreed as to the construction of the codicil, and said 
that in his opinion ‘‘ advances” was used in the sense of advances of 
money, which was the natural sense it would bear except to a lawyer. 
His lordship also concurred with regard to the suggested change in the 
rule relating to double portions, and said he could not read Jessel, M.R.’r, 
judgment in tbe sense put upon it by Nortb, J. 

zens-Harvy, L.J., concurred as to the question of construction, and 
said that in his opinion the rule against double portions had no applica- 
tion in this case; but his lordship entirely agreed as to the decision in Re 
Lawes and North, J.’s, criticism of it in Re Vickers. His lordship could 
not adopt this criticism, though no doubt North, J.’s. own decision in Re 
Viekers was correct.—Counsex. Upjohn, K.0., and A. H. Jessel; Warring- 
ton, K.C., and R. J. Parker ; E. 8. Ford. Souicrrors. McDiarmid § Hiil, 
for Richard Davis, Hull; Rollit §.Sons, for Shackles § Dunkerly, Hull. 


(Reported by H. W. Law, Esq., Barrister-at-Law | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
HOW v. EARL WINTERTON. Kekewich, J. 11th Dec. 


Taustee —Reat Esrare — Accounrs—Payment or Votuntary Scnoon 
Rare—DisaLttowance—"‘ Farr anp REASONABLE’’ PAYMENT. 


Summons to vary. The plaintiff was an annuitant under the will of 
Mary Rabett, deceased. The defendant was the sole surviving trustee of 
the said will, so far as the real estate of the testatrix was concerned. By 
an order made in the action on the 4th of March, 1896, an account was 
directed to be taken of (amongst other things) the rents and profits of the 
real estate of the testatrix received by him during or in reepect of a term of 
fourteen years mentioned in the will of the testatrix, and which term had 
then expired. In an account lodged in chambers by the defendant under 
the said judgment was included upon the disbursement side the following 
item: ‘‘ Proportion of one year’s school rate as above, due on the lst of 
August, 1889, £1 5s.” This sam had been paid by the defendant in respec’ 
of the said real estate as a voluntary school rate and was disallowed 
by the master. Upon a summons to vary the master’s certificate 
made in pursuance of the said judgment the question was raised 
(amongst others) of the propriety of this disallowance. For the defend- 
ant it was urged that the psyment was under the circumstances a 
necessary and proper payment: it was not really a voluntary 
payment at all, but was made in order to keep the voluntary schools afoot 
and to avoid a board school ; in effect, it was compulsory and was paid in 
pursuance of a regular assessment. For the contention that payment 
in the natore of voluntary subscriptions might be allowed Re Walker, 
Watker v. Duncombe (1901, 1 Ch. 879) was relied on. 

Kexewrca, J , afer stating the facts, observed that, though in one sense, 
the payment was a mere voluntary subscription, yet in another it was not 
for its amount was not arcertained by the generosity of the donor but by 
appeal to the rate books : asa mere voluntary subscription the payment by a 
trustee would be clearly untenable, but in his lordship’s opinion it was in this 
case a payment which could be justified in more ways than one—< ., the 
trustee might have found himself expos-d tc the argument —a very strong 
argument—that if hedid not pay £1 5s. for a voluntary school he might 
be compelled to pay £1 10s. for a board school. The trustee might have 
come to the honest conclusion ‘that such would be the case, and if so the 
payment was in the nature of a compromise; again, the payment might 

have been included in the trustee’s ccsts, charges, and expenser, if 

ig regard to the exigencies of the estate and the customs obtaining 

there it was a reasonable and proper payment. His lordship, however, 

ed to rest it upon the former ground, and he varied the certificate 

allowing the payment. and remarked that the point was a new one.— 

Counss:, Warrington, K.C, and Richards; M. Romer. Soxictrors, 
Crowders, Vizard, & Co. ; Bramall, White, & Roberts. 


[ Reported by Atay C. Neseirr, Beq., Barrister-nt-Law. | 


Re SMILTER (DECEASED). BEDFORD +». HUGHES. Kekewich, J. 
llth Dec. 


Wri—Coneravction—Girt to Issur—Ixcuvsion ov Inecitimate CH 
BY Impiication, 


send ne ape in Saat Sue Me i 
y Pp to be trustees 
thereof, by clause 6 devised peat 1 poceson Se in Bank-street, Sheffield, 
pos the following (amongst other) truste—viz., ‘upon trusts to pay the 





net income thereof to my said nephew G. F. Smilter, during his x 

life or until he shall assign the same . . . and after the failum® 
determination of the trust lastly hereinbefore mentioned . . . inihy 
lifetime . . . to payor apply the same . . . for or towardsth 
maintenance and personal support of my said nephew G. F. Smilter ayj 
his wife and issue, whether children or more remote, for the time being iy 
existence, including S. 8. R.hereinafternamed . . . and subjecttoan 
on the expiration of the trust aforesaid I direct my trustees or trustee fy 
the time being to sell my said freehold and hold the net proceeds 
arising from such sale and all unapplied income and the accretions theraof 
upon trust for all and every the children and child of my said nephey 
living at my death or born afterwards . . . including amongst snc 
children and child 8. 8S. R., the illegitimate son of my said nephew, pro. 
vided always and I declare that if there shall be no child of my raid 
nephew, including the same §. 8. R., living at my death or born afterwards 
. . + tohold the said net proceeds upon trustforsuch of . . . (eight 
named nephews and nieces) as shall be liviog at the decease of my said 


nephew and the issue living at the decease of my said ry 


G. F. Smilter, of such of my said other nephews and nieces as 

die in the lifetime of my said nephew G. F. Smilter leaving issue in equal 
shares as tenants in common’ such issue taking parents’ shares yer stirpa, 
In the next clauee of his will the testator devised other freehold property in 
Regent-street, Sheffield, to his trustees ‘‘ upon trust to pay the mcom 
thereof to my said niece Mary Smilter during the term of her natural 
life,’’ and subject thereto to sell and hold the net proceeds upon trust for 
the child or children of the said Mary Smilter, and in default of such 
** upon trust for such of my nephews and niecesthe said G. F. Smilter (and 
the eight other nephews and nieces so named as aforesaid) as shall be living 
at the deceaseof my said niece Mary Smilter and the issue living at thedeceag 
of my said niece Mary Smilter of such of my said other nephews and nieces 
asshall die in the lifetime of my said niece Mary Smilterleaving issue in equal 
shares as tenants in common,’’ such issue taking parents’ shares yer stirpa, 
The testator died in 1883, and his will was duly proved by his widow (rince 
deceased) and the plaintiffs. Mary Smilter, the niece, died in 1402 without 
ever having been married. G. F. Smilter, the nephew, died in 189), 
during the life cf Mary Smilter, leaving issue only one illegitimate son, 
the said 8.8. R. This summons asked whether upon the true construction 
of the will such illegitimate son was entitled toshare in the Regent-strest 

roperty. 
. Roath, J., in giving jadgment, observed that the case was very near 
the line, but on the whole he thought a sufficient intention was 
shewn by the testator to include 8S. S. R. among the class entitled 
to the share of Mary Smilter. The case of Meredith v. Far 
(2 Y. & O. CO. O. 525), which was relied on for the contrary view, was 
clearly distingvishable, for there were in that case two illegitimate 
children, one of whom was only mentioned’ once in the will. Moreover, 
the court now took a very different view of the claims of illegitimate 
children frcm that taken in 1843 when Meredith v. Farr was heard ; the 
trend of modern decisions was in favour of illegitimate children, and the 
court took hold of anything in a will as a handle to support tne claims of 
natural children when it was rearonably possible to doro. His lordship 
dealt with the various indications contained in the will of the testator’s 
iotention that 8. 8. R. should be included in the term issue, and held that 
upon the whole there was an intention manifested that S. S. R. should bs 
the son of G. F. Smilter for all purposes, and that he was therefor 
included and entitled to share in the Regent-street property.—Counszi, 
Kenyon Parker ; Peterson ; P. O. Lawrance, K.O., and Everard; R. J. Parker. 
Soricrrors, Peacock § Goddard, for Vickers, Son, § Brown, Sheffield ; Geare¢ 
Pease, for Wake § Sons, Sheffield. 
{Reported by Aan C. Nessirr, Esq , Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re ALPHA CO. (LIM). WARD v. ALPHA CO. (LIM). 
Kekewich, J. 12th Dec. 


Practice —DeseNTURE:‘HOLDER’s AcTion—Srayinc Proceepinas Arras 
JupGmMEentT—Puatntivr *‘ Dominos Litis.’’ 


This was a summons by the defendant company in a debenture-holder’s 
action to stay further proceedjngs, and was issued in the following cir- 
cumstances: The plaintiff as the holder of a mortgage debenture for 
£1,000. and suing ‘‘on behalf of himeelf and all other the holders of mort- 
gage debentures of the defendant company,” obtained judgment with the 
usual sccounts and inquiries against the defendant company. The 
plaintiff was in fact the only debenture-holder of the company, and 
pursuant to the judgment received in full the amount of his claim on the 
debenture. It was therefore proposed that, there being no other 
claimant:, the action might be stayed. The point argued was (ia 
effect) whether. having regard to the fact that although te 
plaintiff sued in a representative ‘character there were no other ho 
ot debentures, the action could, after decree pronounced, be stayed. 
For the applicants it was argued, and the argument was supported by the 
plaintiff, that the plaintiff was dominus litis fess poe) stay proceedings, aud 
Handford v. Stone (2 Sim. & 8. 196) was cited! The present case, it was 
argued, was avalogous to a creditor's administration aciion, where the rale. 
is that before de¢ree the creditor can stay, but after decree he cannot wher 
there are others of the class he represents. Here, however, there were 10 
such others and the rule did not apply. 

Kexewica, J., granted the application. His lordship thought in such# 
case the plaintiff was dominus litis and could stay the action. But the 


case was not really analogous to a creditor’s administration action, @ | 


which, after decree, the court had aclear duty to continue the 

tration of the assets, and was in a sense trustee of the action. His lord- 
+ 4 discussed Handford v. Stone (ubi supra), and observed that in Seton 
(6th e4.), p. 1396, that case was wrongly cited as a creditor’s administe- 
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tion action, it being in fact a debenture-holders’ action.—Counsen, 2. W. 
Mortlli; P. K. Crossfield. Soxtcrrorns, Burton, Yeates, § Hart ; Alfred 


Double. 
[Reported by Aan C. Nesnrrr, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. ] 


JAEGER v. MANSIONS CONSOLIDATED (LIM.). Buckley, J. 
12th, 13th, and 15th Dec. 


Liwptorp AND Tenant—F tats —Common Scneme—Covenant By TENANTS 
Nor to Use ror Immorat Purroses—Uovenant ny LANDLORD FOR 
Quiet Ensorment—Oser sy Some Tenants ror Immorat Purposes — 
Persons Otarmmne Unper tHe Lanptornp—AccerraNce oF Rent By 


This was an action by a tenant in a block of flats against his lessors, 
based on the allegation that certain other flats in the same block were 
used by the tenants thereof for immoral purposes. The defendante 

that the statement of claim disclored no cause of action, and the 
action stood over pending the decision on the p»ints of law raised by the 
defendants. These points were now argued. The plaintiff’s agreement 
for a tenancy, which was dated the 23rd of May, 1901, and was entered into 
with one H. J. Oave, contained—(1) a covenant by the landlord for quiet 
enjoyment by the tenant without any interruption by the landlord or any 
person claiming under him, (2) a covenant by the tenant not to use the prem- 
ises for immoral purposes, and (3) a power of re-entry by the landlord on 
breach by the tenant of any of his covenants. It was admitted that 
the form of agreement was a lithozraphed form and that the other 
tenants of the flats had entered into similar agreements. At the date of 
the writ the defendants were the equitable, though not the legal, assignees 
of the block of flats in question. The plaiatiffs contended (1) that the acts 
complained of were a breach of the covenant for quiet enjoyment, and (2) 
that there was a general scheme. The defendants’ principal contentions 
were (1) that the acts did not constitute a breach of the covenant for quiet 
enjoyment, (2) that the action was not maintainable unless H. J. Uave 
was made a party, and (3) that the action was not maintainable because 
the defendants were not legal assignees at the date of the writ. ‘Ihe 
following cases were cited in addition to those referred to in the judgment : 
Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincolnshire Railway v. Anderson (1898, 2 Ch. 394), 
Tod-Heatly v. Benham (40 Cn. D. 80), Shaw v Shenton (2 H. & N. 858), 
Attorney-General v. Dorking Guardians (20 Ch. D 595), cor v. Bishop (8 
D. M. G. 815), Bagot Pneumatic Tyre Co. v. Clifford Pneumatic Tyre Co. (1902, 
1 Ch. 646), Austerberry v. Corporation of Oldham (29 Oh. D. 750), Ashby v. 
Wilson (1900, 1 Ch. 66), and Kemp v. Bird (5 Oh. D. 549, 974) 

Bucxxy, J., in giving judgment, said taat with regard to the claim for 
breach of covenant for quiet enjoyment, the ac‘s of disturbance alleged 
were that the use of the flats woich was complained cf led to annoyance 
by noise, improper conduct, obscene language, and other acts constituting 
a disturbauce to the happy and peaceabie occupation of the premises, and 
further, that there was some further disturbance of the physical occupa- 
tion of the plaintiff's premises in regard to the turning out of the staircase 
lights before the proper time and the use of the stairs. In his opinion a 
covenant such as that related only to freedom from disturbance by adverse 
claimants. It was not necessarily confined to aisturbance by eviction 
from possession, but comprised disturbauce by any physical means. But 
the disturbance must be physical, and not metaphysical : it meant taking 
away or disturbing proprietary enjoyment—for example, by pouring water 
over a man’s land (Sanderson v. Mayor of Berwick, 13Q. B. D. 547), swamping 
his mines (Harrison, Ainslie, § Co. v. Earl of Muncaster, 1891, 2 Q B. 680), 
or causing smoke to be driven down his chimney (7Zebd v. Cave, 1900, 1 On. 
642), as distinguished from affecting enjoyment in a metaphysical sense, 
as by the noise of dancing (Jenkins v. Jackson, 40 Oh. D. 71). If the 
demised premises were so saturated with water, or so filled with water or 
smoke, or rendered so hot (Robinson v. Kilvert, 41 Qh. D. 88), as that this 
physical enjoyment was substantia'ly affected, that might be a breach of 
the covenant. As was said by North, J., in Hudson v. Cripps (1896, 1 Ob. 
265), the covenant was one for freedom from disturbance by adverse 
claimants to the property. Beyond that the decisions had not gone, and 
the result was that so far as the plaintiff was suing in reepect of noise, he 
would fail, The demise, however, was of the premises, ther with 
rights to ingress and egress, and certain rights to lights. If the plaiotiff 
shoald prove at the trial that these had been interfered with, that would 
be a physical interference, and he would succeed on that ground 
Ithad been argued also by the defendants that they could not be sued, 

the persons who were doing the acts were not petsons lawfully 
claiming under them. In Sanderson v. Mayor of Berwick the plaintiff 
succeeded 80 far as the tenant was doing something which his landlord 
had authorized him to do, but failed where this was not the case, The 


‘ same thing occurred in Harrison, Ainslie, § Co. v. Earl of Muncaster. He 


thought tne defendants would be justitied in saying that, assuming the acts 
of the tenants were breaches of the covenant, (]they did them adversely to 
the defendants, the defendants would not be lable. But then, at the triad 
the plaintiff might succeed on the ground that the defendants had received 
reat ia respect of the offending flats, and it might turn out that the court 
would arrive at the conclusion that such receipt of rent authorized the acts 
of the offending tenants, and if that was the case the action could be main- 
tained. The second ground on which the plaiutiff attacked the defendant was 
that there was a general scheme, evidenced by a common form of agreement. 
That part of the case was based on the decision of Renals v. Cowlishaw (9 
Ob. L. 125), which was proved by the Court of Appeal (11 Oh. D. 866), 
and the House of Lords in Martin v. Spicer (14 A. O. 1), and also upon 
Hudson v. Cripps 
¥%: Swen (37 Ub. D. 74), that they could not be rendered liable to enforce 


. The defendants had contended, on the authority of Hall | agreed 





lessor’s acts, by receiving rent, led to the inferenc? that he was authorizing 
offences committed, in which case the action could be maintaiaed on that 
ground. In thesecond place, there wasa general scheme under which thecoven- 
ant of each enured for the benefit of all. The breach by the tenants of their 
covenants gave rise to a power of re-entry on the part of the lessor; granted 
that he could not call on the lessor to bring an action to enforce the cov- 
enant, yet each time the lessor accepted rent he was a condition 
to which he was entitled as a trustee for the other tenants. omg 
ance of rent was an affirmance of acts, in respect of which, under 
general scheme, one tenant might, by a circuitous course, enforce his 
rights; for he might under such a ac’ be able, oa @ proper 
indemnity, to bring an action in the lessor’s name to enforce his rights. 
He therefore thought that the action should go for trial. In Harris v. 
Bentley, in the Court of Appeal (as yet unreported), which was simply an 
action on the covenant for quiet enjoyment, the Master of the Rolis had 
an opinion that it the evidence shewed acquiescence by the Jand- 
lord, carried to such an extent as to found an inference that he actively 
participated in the immoral use of the flate, possibly there might be a breach 
of the contract.—Counset, Astbury, K.C., und Howland Jackson ; H. Terrell, 
K.0., and A. Houston. Soxtcrrons, Leesmith & Munby ; H. Perey Becher. 


{Reported by H. L. Onwmisrox, Esq , Barrister-at-Law.} 


Re GARWOOD’S TRUSTS. GARWOOD v. PAYNTER, Buckley, J. 
9th and 10th Dec. 


Partnersuir—AssiGNMent sy One Pastner or His SuHans —AGaeemMent 
BY Partners To Pay Eacu Orngr SALARIES—ACTION BY AsSIGNER— 
‘¢ INTERFERENCE IN THE MANAGEMENT OR ADMINISTRATION ”’— PARTNERSHIP 
Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 39), s, 31 (1). 


This was an action brought by Mrs. Garwood, a beneficiary under a 
deed of separation between herself aud her husband, Oaotain Garwood, 
dated the 41st of February, 1889, against her husband and Mr. Paynter, 
asking for the construction of that deed and for certain relief. The 
oaly point which calls for a report has reference to the rights of an 
assignee of toe share of a partner in a partnership business. Prior 
to the execution of the deed of separation the defendants Garwood 
and Paynter and a Mr. Dunn were partners in equal shares in a colliery 
business under a deed of the 21st of November, 1871. That deed 
contained no effirmative words defining the duties of the partners, 
and no provision for the payment of a sslary to any ofthem. Down 
to 1893 tne business did not engage their active attention. By 
the separation deed of 1889 Oaptsaim Garwood charged his interest 
in the partnership business and aseets to trustees (of whom the 
defendant Paynter was one) on trusts which were mainly for the benefit 
of the plaintiff. In 1893 and 1894 arrangements were entered into under 
which the defendant Garwood became the manager of the London agency 
at asalary of £150 a year. His employment and salary ceased in 1894, 
aud no question arose as to that. It was also arranged that the defendant 
Paynter was to spend one day a week at the colliery and be the acting 
manager at £150 a year, and that Mr. Dunn was the 
and look after the stores and books, and check the sales at the pit’s mouth. 
‘There was evidence to shew that the payment of the salaries had been 
made bond jide, and that work had been done i of 
It also appeared that in 1897 there had 
accounts under which the plaintiff received a balance on the 
footing that the talaries had been charged. The plaintiff now took 
exception to the payment of the salaries to the defendant P 
Mr. Dunn. On her behalf it was argued that by section 24 
Partnership Act partnets must act without remuneration, and that 
defendants had no right to vote themselves or other partners 
Garwood because he had assigned his share, and Paynter because he was 
a trustee, and should not prejudice his cestwi que irust. On behalf of the 
defendant Paynter it was argaed that under section 31 the assignee of the 
share of a partaer has no right to interfere in the management of the 
trust, acd must, therefore, accept the statement of accounts by 
the partners. It was also argued that tue salaries were psid for extra 
work done, that the plaiatiff was bound by the statement of accounts, and 
that the question could not be decided in the absence of Mr. Dunn. 
Watts v. Driscoll (1901, 1 Ch. 294). was cited. 

Bucxuey, J., after stating the facts, said that under section 24 primd 
facie the two partners, Mr. Paynter and Mr. Dunn, were not entitied to 
anythiog because they did work for the partnership. But under 
section 31 the effect of au assignment by a partner of his share now was 
not to effect a dissolution, nor to give to the assignee during the continu- 
ance of the partnersnip any right to interfere in the t or 
administration of the partnership business. The assignee must the 
account of the profits agreed to by the partners. He was entitled to 
receive the share of protits to which the assigning partner would 1 
be entitled. The question was whether an assignment such as that in this 
case, which it was conceded was bond fide, did not bind the assignee 
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beiog something done in the management or administration of the . 
ship business of which the assignee could not complain. It seemed to him 
that to hold that it was not would be disastrous. that 


anagem tration 
to. He thought that would be a very serious result. 
case of a house belonging to a let at a rental and 
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rent. Could an assignee complain of that? He should say not. In the 
beneficial management or administration of the partn p the partners 
-— among themselves to do something, which, he agreed, would 
inish the profits of the partn: , but it was something bond fide done 
for management or administration. the present case what took place 
was that the ers bond fide considered that it was for the good of the 
partnership the sales, say, at the pit’s mouth should be checked, 
so as to stop robbery, and that one partner should superiatend that 
work, and see that moneys were properly received, and that he should be 
paid for that work. He thought that was something Jond fide done in the 
management and administration of the partnership business. Mra. 
Garwood could not say that she had lost the £150, and at the same time 
take the benefit of the saving which had, perhaps, been effected by 
stopping the robbery in the sales thus made. He thought also that Mra. 
Garwood was bound by the settlement of accounts which took place in 
1867. He therefore held that the salaries ought to be allowed.—Covuwskzt, 
Buckmaster, K.C., and A. €. Clauson; Astbury, K.O0., and Bo» thwick ; 
I. Terrell, K.0., and Sheldon. Soutcrrors, Collyer-Bristow, Hill, Curtis, § 
Dods, for Ralph Sheriton Holmes, Newcastle-on-Tyne; King, Wigg, § Co., 
for Clayton § Gibson, Newcastle-on-Tyne; Withers. Pollock, § Crow. 
[Reported by H, L. Oamiston, Eaq., Bw rister-at-Law. | 





Solicitors’ Case. 
Re BAKER, LEES,& CO. C. A. No.1. 15th Dec. 


Cosrs—TaxaTion—PAartiaAMenTary AGeNts AND Soxicrrors—PxivaTE Bitt 
IN PARLIAMENT—JURISDICTION. 


This was an appeal from an order of Ridley, J., directing that a bill of 
costs which had been delivered by Baker, Lees, & Oo., to persons who had 
been the promoters of a private Bill in Parliament, should be taxed by one 
of the taxing-masters of the Supreme Oourt. Baker, Lees, & Co. were 
Parliamentary agents and solicitors. The bill of costs consisted exclusively 
of such charges as might rightly have been made by Parliamentary agents 
who were not solicitors. © question was whether the taxation of the 
costs of Bills in Parliament was regulated solely by 10 & 11 Vict. c. 
69 and 12 & 13 Vict. c. 78—formerly 6 Geo. 4, c, 123 and 7&8 Geo. 4, 
c. 64—or whether the fact that Parliamentary agents were also solicitors 
brought the taxation of their bills of costs within the jurisdiction created 
by section 37 of the Solicitors Act, 1843. The following cases were cited : 
Allen v. Aldridge (5 Beav. 401), Re Strother (3 K. & J. 518), Re Sudlow ¢ 
Kingdom (11 Beav, 400), Re Oliver (36 L, J. Oh. 261), Re Pollard (20Q B.D. 
656), Re Collyer-Bristow & Co. (1901, 2 K. B. 839). 

Tue Oovarr (Cottins, M.R., and Romer, L.J.) allowed the appeal. 

Coxins, M.B., said it was not contended that a solicitor had immunity 
from taxation by an officer of the Supreme Court where his bill was a 

bill consisting partly of items such as only a solicitor could charge, 

and partly of items for work suchas any Parliamentary agent who was 

not a solicitor might do. In such a case the bill was subject to taxation in 

this court under the Solicitors Act. But where a bill consisted exclusively 

of items for work such as any Parliamentary agent might do, the juris- 

diction conferred by the statutes of 10 & 11 Vict. and 12 & 13 Vict. was 
le with the jurisdiction conferred by the Solicitors Act. 

Romer, L.J., said the appellants were employed by the promoters 
solely as Parliamentary agents, and not at all as solicitors, and the work 
charged for here did not satisfy the test laid down by Lord Langdale, 
M.B., in Alen v. Aldridge for determining whether charges made for any 

business were taxable in the High Court: ‘‘ It must be business 
connected with the profession of an attorney or solicitor—business in which 
the attorney or solicitor was employed because he was an attorney or solici- 
tor, or in which he would not have been employed if he had not been an 
attorney or solicitor, or if the relation of attorney and solicitor had not 
subsisted between him and his employer.’’—Covnsst, Danckwerts, K.O,, 
and Vesey Knoz ; Warrington, K.C., and Tudor Howell. Soxscirors, Baker, 
Less, § Co. ; Blairg W. B. Girling. 


{Reported by F. G. Ricxen, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. ] 








Law Societies. 
United Law Society. 


Dec. 15.—Mr. O. H. Kirby presided.—Mr. J. H. Sturzess moved: 
** That un m tes should be abolished.”” Mr. R. D. Workman 
—- There spoke Messrs. J. R. Yates, '. W. Weigall, E. T. 


-Sinclair, RB. W. atkins, and N. Tebbutt. Mr. Sturgess replied. 
was lost. 
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Law Guarantee Society. 


Extension of Premises. 


the opening of the new building of the Law Guarantee and 

Trust Society (Limitzd) in Chancery-lane in 1892, the business of the 

society has grown at « rate which has tested the capacity of the staff, 

numbering at presert upwards of sixty clerks, to the utmost, whilst 
too much for the capacity of the 

society has vate way d ts feumene en's Ay 4 

y foua to in 

the courtyard at the rear of their building and to acquire Mos. 1 and 2, 

Quality-court, upon the site of which they have built, thus covering 


© 





—= 
every foot of the property at their disposal. It may safely be 
however, that they are now in a position to cope with their on 
increasing business for the next few years at any rate, but for a 
time past the accommodation has not been nearly :ufficient. Every 
deparcment has been cramped for room and the general manager has had 
to take up his quarters in the board room. 

The alteratious include the remodelling of the rear portion of the ground 
floor of the old buildiog. by which accommodation has been provided for 
the —_ of the mortgane aid Rag ee ry and — Pg depart. 
ments, leaving ample space e old part for the guarantee, 
contiogency, and trusteeship departments. A room has wim b allotted 
for the use of the society’s agency inspectors, and a comfortable waiting. 
room has been added on the same floor. A room for the general manager 
forms part of the new buildings on this floor, and convenient rooms have 
been arranged for the assistant manager and the assistant secretary, amply 
provided, as indsed is the case everywhere else, with telephonic communi. 
cation with all parts of the building and with the lines of the National 
Telephone CO». Adjoining is the claims department, where the business 
connected with property which gets into difficulties is looked after. Equal 
in importance with obtaining new business is the question how best to 
deal with claims, end the result of the s»ciety’s operations sufficiently 
proves that in this respect the office has not been found wanting. 

On the first floor is the audit and the survey and valuation depart. 
ments, three rooms in all, and a fourth room in which are stored 
records of property. Tae society flatter themselves that they have a 
record for valuing second to none in the United Kingdom. No firm of 
valuers could supply the amount of information which is at their command, 
The room contains over 660 maps of the city of London alone, and, of course, 
the department extends as the business of the office generally increases, 
Upon the same floor is the agency department, where the agency superin- 
tendent attends to the representatives of the society ecattered all over the 
kingdom ; and as nearly every important city has a branch, and every 
town and most villages an agent, there is naturally plenty to do. A 
third room is devoted to the statistical department, a most important 
department which includes also the investment and sinking fund depart. 
ments. By the use of the “‘ card ’’ system every transaction is most care- 
fully indexed, so that its position can be ascertained at a moment's notice, 
The society has frequently a considerable number of debentures which 
they guarantee both as to principal and interest, which they offer for 
subscription—they have placed over a million sterling in a single year. 
Close at hand is the typewriting and telephone room, an entirely new 
department for which the new building has provided space, mm which 
are @ number of lady clerks operating the machines. Tne principal feature 
of the room is the telephone switch-board, the manipulation of which 
occupies the entir2 time of one-of the lady clerks. A large addition has 
also been made to the strong-rooms ia the basement, where are kept 
deeds and other papers of value, as well as such of the society’s books as 
are not in constant use. American radiators by means of hot-water 
pipes diffuse a pleasant warmth throughout the building. 








Agency Allowances Between 


Solicitors. 


Tue following is the report of the Committee of the Incorporated Law 
Society of Liverpool on this subject : 

The committee have considered the letter from the secretary of the 
Incorporated Law Society of the United Kingdom, dated the 26th of March, 
1902, inviting the assistance of the society upon the subject of agency 
allowances between solicitors, and it is proposed to deal with the various 
questions in the order in which they are eet out in the secretary’s letter. 

1. The employment by an English solicitor of another English solicitor 
not being his London agent. 

This subject divides itself into two parts (a) contentious business and (}) 
non-contentious business. 

As to contentious business, since the establishment of district registries, 
the practice appears to be the same as that adopted by and with London 
agents, and to make and receive agency allowances, and the committee do 
not see any distinction in principle between two country solicitors working 
on agency terms and a country solicitor employing a London agent. 
Moreover, it appears to be the general practice that where London 
solicitors who act as London agents employ a country solicitor in 
contentious business the former expect and receive cy allowances. 

In non-contentious business it is a matter of arrangement between the 
two solicitors as to whether any agency allowance is made or not, and in 
the opinion of the com nittee there is no rule which can be applied. 

In small matters, such as the examination of deeds with an abstract of 
titie, it is unusual for the agent to make or to be asked for any allowance, 
but in larger matters it is usual for the solicitor who employs the agent 
to arrange with him prior to his employment to do the work on agency 
terms. ° 

2. The employment by an English solicitor of a qualified legal prac- 
titioner in 


(s Scotland. 
(6) Ireland. 
In both these countries the allowance of agency is not so general as in 
England, but agency allowances are frequently given and made, though 
there are solicitors in Scotland and Ireland who decline to act on agency 
terms. 

¢. British Colonies or Possessions. 

An agency allowance in these cases is not usually made in the absence of 
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special arrangement. It is understood, however, that it is not uncommon 
for solicitors in Australia to do work on agency terms. 

d, Foreign countries. 

It is not the general practice to make or receive agency allowances in 


cases. 
i) There does not appear to be any distinction in practice between the 
eases in which proceedings are taken in any court, other than the English 
Uourts, and general business not in any court. 

Generall, 


The committee are of opinion that it would be inexpedient, in the 
absence of judicial investigation, to express an opinion which might 
te to the prejudice of any solicitor who might have to deal with the 
uestion in the course of legal proceedings, or to lay down avy hard and 
tast rule as to the division of profits. 








Legal News. 


Information Required. 


CornetiA Mary Ann Oopp.—Any person having in his or her possession 
a Will made by Mrs. Oornelia Mary Ann Codd, who died at 13, Earl’s 
Qourt-gardens, Kensington, London, on the 29th of November last, or 
who may have made or have any knowledg: of a Will of the said deceased, 
ate requested to communicate ut once with Messrs. Walker, Martineau, & 
Co , ot 36, Theobald’s-road, Gray’s-ion, W.O., solicitors. 





General. 


The Brussels correspondent of the Times records the death cf Mr. Van 
Schoor, chief judge of the Oourt of Appeal, an eminent jurist and suthor 
of several standard works on legal subjects, in the 63rd year of his age. 


A remarkable character recently passed away, says the Daily Mail, at 
Pudsey, near Leeds, in the person of Mr. Henry Gott. He started hfe as 
a letter carrier, and though he had only one hand he became postmaster. 
He was also an auctioneer and local ‘* willmaker.’’ In the latter calling 
be was supposed to have become possessed of more family secrets than 
anybody in the district. 

Old cus'ome, rays the Daily Mail, die hard at Beaconsfield, in Bucks, ; 
where a Uourt Baron has just been held, under the presidency of thre 
tteward (Mr. G. A. Oharsley), who has held the office for the past half- 
century, and his ancestors for 100 years before him. The appointments 
made inciuded those of ale-tasters, constables of the manor, head borough, 
leather sealers, bailiffs, and crier and bill-poster. 


Tbe judges (Bigham and Channel], JJ.) have fixed the folloving 
commission days for the Winter Assizes on the Western Circuit : Devizes, 
Monday, tne 14th of Jannary; Dorchester, Friday, the 16th of January ; 
Taunton, Tuesday, the 20:h of January; Bodmin, Monday, the 26th of 
January ; Exeter, Friday, the 30th of January ;~Wincheeter, Friday, the 
6th of February; Bristol, Saturday, the 14th of February. Mr. Justice 
C.iannell will not join the circuit until Exeter is reached. 


Mr. Justice Ohannell, usually the most patient of judges, has, says the 
Globe, been moved to protert indignantly egainst the verdict of a jury at 
Leeds. The prisoner was charged with attempting to commit a criminal 
aseault upon his landlady, and the jury found him guilty of a common 
aseault. ‘If you have deliberately come to that verdict,” said the 
learned judge, ‘‘I can only say you have not attended to the evidence in 
the least, but the prisoner is entitled to the benefit he gets {rom your 
stupidity.”’ 

Mr. Justice Bruce has fixed the following commission days for the 
Winter As:izes on the North Wales Circuit : Welshpool, Tuesday, January 
13; Dolgelly, Thursday, January 15; Oarnarvon, Saturday, January 17; 
Beaumaris, Friday, January 23; Ruthin, Tuesday, January 27; Mola, 
Saturday, January 31; Ohester, Saturday, March 7; Cardiff, Saturday, 
March 14, At the conclusion ofthe business at Mold the judge will come 
back to London. afterwards returning to Ohester and Cardiff, accompanied 
by Mr. Justice Phillimore. 


On a certain occasion, when pleading a case at the bar in a western 
court, says the Albany Law Journal, Mr. B. observed that he would con- 
clude his remarks on the following day unless the court would consent to 
“set” late enough for him to finish them that evening. ‘Sit, sir,’’ said 
the judge, ‘‘not set; hens set ’’ ‘I stand corrected, sir,” said counsel 
bowing Nos long after, while giving an opinion, the judge remarked 
that under such and such circumstances, an action would not “ lay.’ 
“Lie, may it please your honour,”’ eaid the counsel, “ not Jay; hens lay.” 


At tle leeds Assizer, on Tuesday, before ih Justice Channell, James 
t 


Rider, colicitor, on buil, pleaded ‘Guilty ’’ to the charge that he, being a 
trustee of the sum of £2,150 for the benefit \»f Annie Elizabeth Jordan, 
y converted the same to his own use, with intent to defraud. The 
learned judge said that no doubt the punishment inflicted upon the 
prisoner would be much greater than similar punishment would be to a 
man in a different situation, besides which he had lost his position and 
character, out puvishment had to be administered not only in reference to 
the individual re the court ; and considering the trust that is placed— 
and in an overwhelming number of cases rightly placed —in solicitors it 
was necessary, when they did commit such offences, that a very sub- 
stantial punishment should be inflicted. His lordship then, after stating 
that he would be sorry to pass a sentenee which would make it 
improbable that the prisoner would come out and again do his best to 


In the City of London Court last week, says the Times, Judge 

Smith, K.C., gave a decision of much interest to the legal profession. 
seems that for the past forty years the late Mr. Commissioner Kerr had 
allowed the practice of one solicitor ie og loyed by others to conduct 
caees in court as if he were a barrister. Mr. Wild had held that 
he would not allow the costs of one solicitor who advocated a case for 
another practitioner, and Judge Lumley Smith was asked to decide the 
matter having regard to the contiderable extent to which the practice had 
grown. He now held tbat eolicitors’ fees could not be allowed where they 
appeared for other solicitors; and in another case he refased to hear a 
solicitor who appeared for a tiff where another solicitor’s name was on 


colleague and himself had been said to know that the practic: existed. It 
had not, however, been formally brought to their notice till now. A threat 


with that court and several other county courts. The 

illegal, entirely dishonest, and a fraud on the other branch of the 'es- 
sion—the bar. A solicitor briefing another knew perfectly that 
it was contrary to the Act of Parliament. Mr. Hyman Ieascs, Mr. 
Leonard Wells, Mr. James H. Welfare, and Mr. T. H. Aldous, ecolicitors 
practising at the court, said that, when practitioners hed small cases to 
attend to in two or more courts on the same day, it was very convenient to 
employ a brother solicitor. Surely that was not illegal. Judge Ren‘oul 
said if the case was transferred bodily and completely to the other solicitor 
it was quite proper, but if notice of change of solicitors was to be given 
and then a change back again, that would amount to a colourable evasion 
of the law. And this was what was eaid to be a regular of some 
solicitors who lived solely by advocacy. He was told that the Incorporated 
Law Society and the Bar Committee were going to consider the matter, and 
he was glad to hear it. Personally be would not be responsible for any- 
thing being done in that court which was not according to the rules which 
should exist between solicitors and barristers. 


At the Birmingham Assizes on the 11th inet. Mr. R. H. Milward was 
found guilty on an indictment containing five counts of misappropriation 
of moneys. In response to the judge's with for some information as to the 
real amount of the defalcations, . Luke J. Sharp sgain went into 
the witnees-box. His lordship said the total amount of money received 
from clients was about £84 000. How much of that is secured. Witness: 
None of that.—Is there any asset to meet that exept this £69,000? No.— 
Are those clients claiming under the bankruptcy? Yes; they will make 
their claims in due course.—Are there many small amounts? There is one 
of £6,000, and there are very few small people. They are principally 


large sums. — Mr. Milward, before the judge sentence, 
atked his lordship to consider that he was in his sixty-fifth 
ear. His mother died in her sixty-fifth year, and — elder 


rothers died at that age, so that in all probability he 
another year or two to live. Ue had only just recovered from a 
terrible attack of illness, which left him for weeks at the point of death. 
The probability was that any sentence which his lordehip passed would 
result in bis passing the remainder of his life in prison. The Lord Ohbief 
Justice, in passing sentence, observed that judges had a very painfal 
duty to perform, and there were cases in which, when they had to deal 
with terrible crimes, their feelings became much more harried than 


haps they did in smaller cases. But to him nothing ever gave him 
aero pain than in having to sentence a man in defendant’s —o. be 
e 


es paar the more so because he (the learned judge) believed 


him. He had, however, to remember this. that if not 
the proper punishment in cases of people of education 

ty of such crimes as this, how could they mete out justice to poor men 
who had been tempted and have yielded to temptation. There was no 
doubt that mauy thousands of pounds had been misappropriated by the 
defendant. It was utterly impossible for him to deal with the matter, 
where a solicitor, and gentleman, and man of position, had allowed himself 
to misappropriate other people’s money to this extent, other than by 
passing a severe sentence upon the defendant. His lordship concluded : 
**T direct you to be kept in penal servitude for six years.” 


In Court of No. 1 this week the Master of the Rolls said (we 
quote from tne 7Zimes): As this is the last case ia the new trial , and 
oo 9 geek Goal ot witaeeeee eee to the state of in 
this court, I desire to state exactly how matters stand. 
this side of the Court of Appeal 
appeal. There are first of all interlocu appeals, are very 
numerous and occupy a considerable part of the time of the court. 
are in workmen’s compensation cases. There are also 
from decisions at Nisi Prius, some of which—and the most important 
—are applica'ions for a new trial or for judgment in cases 
jury; and others are those called 
ou ao wuly_ toni agai Gs 

aper are D 
S all departments of Py ny 
court ,is fully abreast of its work. the 
cases, including original motions, have been 
in that list there can in no possible sense be 
before sian Den the ee my Be a we 
disposed o @ appeals t With regard 
the Workmen’s Compensation ma 7, the last 
in that list at the beginning of present 
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restore himeelf to a respectable position, sentenced him to three years’ 
penal servitude. oe ss 4 


eee ee hearing. With reference to the cases 
which embraces the larger half of the appeals against 
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the beginning of the present sittings and in which the parties were ready 
to proceed, and those which have been set down since are not large in 
number, not in fact more than twelve. Therefore, the only branch of business 
in which there are any arrears is in the list of final appeals, which includes 

from the judgment of a single judge sitting without a jury, and 
appeals from the decision of the Divisional Court, which latter class of 
appeals are few in number. I myself am old enough to remember the 
fime when no one expected to have his rule for a new trial heard and 
dieposed of under about a year from the time when the verdict was 
pronounced, There cau be no doubt that there is a substantial accumula- 
tion of arrears in the list of final appeals. But, as I have pointed out, it 
is the only list in which there are any arrears. Those appeals are, how- 
ever, in serious arrear, but we have good ground for hoping that before 
the next sittings have come to an end a substantial inroad will have been 
made in those arrears. The Lord Chancellor, I hope, will preside in 
another court, which, in conjunction with this division of the court, will 
deal with the appeals i in the final list. 








For Taroat Inrrration anp Coven ‘‘Epps’s Glycerine Jujubes”’ 
always prove effective. They soften and clear the voice, and are invaluable 
to all suffering from cough, soreness, or dryness of the throat. Sold only 
in labelled tins, price 74d. and 1s. 14d. James Epps & Co., Ltd., Homco- 
pathic Chemists, London.—[Anvr. | 

Warnine to Intenpinc Hovse Purcuaszrs anp Lessexs.—Before pur- 
— or renting a house, even for a short occupation, it is advisable to 

e —_— and Sanitary Arrangements independently Tested and 
m. For terms apply to The Sanitary Engineering Oo. (H. 











Carter, CE .» Manager), 65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Established 
27 years. Telegrams: Sanitation, London. Telephone: 316 West- 
minster.—[Apvr. ] 
Court Papers. 
Supreme Court of Judicature. 
Rora or Reoistrars 1 ATTENDANCE ON 
Emercency Appzat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Rora. No. 2. KEKEWICH. Bygng. 
22 Mr. Jackson Mr. Theed Mr. Church Mr. R. Leach 
Pemberton W. Greswell Godfrey 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
FaRwe.t. Bucx.ey. JoycEr, Swinren Eapy. 
Monday, Dec............. 22 Mr. Pemberton Mr. Beal Mr. King Mr. W. Leach 
Taeeday  ......c0000000000.28 Jackson Carrington Farmer Theed 


The Christmas Vacation will commence on Wednesday, the 24th day of December, 1902, 
and terminate on Tuesday, the 6th day of January, 1903, both days inclusive. 








The Property Mart. 


Result of Sale. 


At Messrs. H. B. Foster & Craxrixup’s Property Auction, E.C., on Wednesday last. 
-rents amounting to £220 4s. 1d. per annum, arising out of 78 houses at 
Islington, King’s Cross, Kentish Town, and Kensington, held at low rents for long ps 
having about 24}, 88, and 47 years une — the whole being of the estimated rental 
value of £2,875 per annum, were sold in five lots, the price realized being £3,465, 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Dec. 12. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Loarep mm Caancery. 


Axggo.ene Licar Syepicare, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 1, to send 
names and addresses. and the particulats of their d ebts and claims, to Alfred 
Edward Maidiow Davis, 28-31, Bishopegate st Withia, Hubbard, Abchurch In, solor 


uidator 

Bauroutox asp Gove Co-operative €Svurriy Association, Limirep —Creditors are required, 
on or Jan 17. to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to F Lupton Carter, Palmeira House, Hove 

Day, Nzrurw, & Sox, Luntep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 12, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts and claims, to Albert 
George Day, West Park st, Dewsbury 

Express Rorary Cooter Syxpic ATE, Siuses« Peta for winding up. prevented Dec 9 
Girected to be heard at the County Court House, Queen st. Huddersfield, Jan 15. 

Co, 13, Westgage. Huddersfield, agents for Tarry & Co. 17, Serjeants’ inn, 
Fleet st. colors for petners. Notice of appearing m must reach the above-named not later 
than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Jan 14 

Fisee Purcuase Grasse, Louarzp—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 1, to 

send their names and addresses, and the “F eacaness of their debts or claims, to Henry 

Hubbard, 13 and 14. Abchurch 

Hurtixc & Co, Feixe Med Tyxz, Lourep—Petn for winding up presented Dec 10, 
Girected to be heard at the Court House. West; rd, Neweaste upon Tyne, Dec 22, 
b poner & Marshall 1 1, Moseley st Newcastie upon Tyne, solors fur paw. Notice 


5 


Tue 


¢ _ must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the 
— Crank Warer Sorrexine Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 
addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 


Tiel 79} Gracschurch st 
Bep Hr (W.A) Govp Syepicate, Lanrep (1 Liquipation)—Creditors are requiced, 
ou or before Feb 1. to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or 
> Lewis Breedon Linnett, 42, Poultry. Wells & Sons, Paternoster row, solors 


London Gazette.—Tuxspay, Dec, 16. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luorsp m CHANCERY. 


Britisn Bast Arnican Synpicatr, yon fn tors are required, on or before Jan Bt, 
to send their names dresses, aod ~+" qtnaaaaae of their debts or c'eims, t» Jamey 
Kersley Gray, Fineburv House. Blomfleld st 

Carpirr Arratep Warer Co. Limrep (1" anges ig! )—Oreditors are required. on op 
before Jan 24, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts o 
claims, to Mi & Co, 33, st Mary st, Cardiff 

Orci. Wray & Co, Limrrep—Creditors are soqeal. on or before Dec 31, to send their 
names an the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr. Walt 
Crowther. Atkiason, Bast Parade, Leeds, Wormald & Co, solors for liquida‘or 

Day, Nepaew, & Son, Lunrep —Creditors are required. on or before Jan 12, to send their 
names and ne ope ag and the particulars of their debts and claims, to Albert Georgy 
Day, West Park st, De 

Gotpey Arrow Mixz, Lonrtep (1x Liquipation)—Creditors in Europe are required, on 
or before Feb 3, aud elsewhere on or before March 16, to sendjtheir nume: and addresses, 

the particulars of their debts or claims, to Fred Moore, 31 and 88, Gresham a, 
Biackman, Gresham House, Old Broad st. solor to liq 

Joun Asnworth, Lusntep—Creditors are mae, oa or before . 22, to send their 
names addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William Brindle, 
12, Acresfield, Bolton. Fullagar & Hulton, solors for liquidator 

Joury Mingrat Warsr Co, Limrrzp—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 24, to 
send their names and addresses, and the of their debts or claims, to Fred e 
Marsh, 8, Bowker’s row. Bolton 

Lonpow Awp Lisson Cork Woop Co, Lumen (1x Liqurparion) (which is being wound 
voluntarily)—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 31, to send their a Oe 
addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Laurence G Oldfield, 
field House, 98, Great Tower st 

Lonpow Venicutar Co, Limrreo—OCreditors ‘are yoqutneé. on or before Jan 2S. to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to George Albert 
Pond, 28. Coleman st 

Lue Mitt Bprxsixc Co, Luirrep —Oreditors are required, on or before Jan 9, to send 
their d and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Whi 

Lawton, Clough Hquse, Soyland, near P Halifax. Shoesmith, Halitax. solor for liquidator 


News Partine anv Pusiisarne Co, Liumrei are required, on or before Dec 23, 
to send their names dresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
William Henry Armitage, Market pl, Dewsbury 


Sra Eeneonsen Horst (Tussewer Wetts), Limrep (1x Votuntrary Lroviparion)— 
particulars of their debts of claims, to Henry Riches, Gl, Cannon et. Worthington & 
or to 7 » Cannon st, 
Co, Nicholas In, solors for liquidator 
Tom E.uioTr pent the Lourep—Creditors 
send their names and rddresses, and the particulars 
Robert Pettitt, Wilts and Dorset + Bank chmbrs, 
Bournemouth, solors for liquida 


one seantent, on or before Jan 30, t 
of their debts or claims, to Sydney 
Bournemouth. Cocker '& Turner, 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Dee. 5. 


A.tEn, Sanvet, Tunbridge Wells, Grocer Dec3l Allev, Tunbridge Wells 

Avustiy, Exizaneru. Kingetborpe, nr Northampton Jani_ Watson, Leicester 
AvELINnG, CuAsLes Taylor Stamford Hill, MD Jani6 Francis & Co, Abchurch yard 
Barnes, James, Atherton, Lancs - Jan 7 Dooteon, Leigh, Lancs 

Bagnes, Samvet, Woolwich Feb1 Whale, Wool wich 

Bares, an Louisa, Newton rd, Bayswater Jan19 Freeman & Son, Foster In, Cheap- 


Beart. Wiit1am Wexpox, Stow Bardolph, Norfolk, Farmer Jan 6 Beart, Downham 
Market, Norfolk 

Bzvinrants. Davin, Maxilla gdos, N ay Jan 16 Pike & Co, Old Burlington st 

Cromwett, Louisa, Blackford, Cannock, Statfs Dec 22 ae Cannock 

a al James, Northfleet, Kent, Baker Dec 27 Mitchell & Macartney, 


boone ~ gEN Wiw.14m, Amburat park, Stamford Hill, Coachbuilder Jan20 Cooper, 
Cc 


haucerg la 

Carr. ELeanor Acnes, Alnwick, Northumberland Jaal4 Hindmarsh. Alnwick 

Coc ayy og oo Rev Joan BHAPLAND Exuiorr, Kirby Fiestham, Yorks Dec at 
Gray & Dodsworth, York 

Couteman SamveEt, Thoraton Hough, Chester Jan16é Griffin Bros, Liverpool 

Cox, - Roam, Badgworth, Somerset, Corn Factor Dec 3) Marsh, Axbridge, Somerset 


Creacu, Epwarp Fitz Gerayp, 8t Lacesote, Sussex Jan 20 Creagh, Southsea 
Darvitt, Emmy Fioresce, Bexhill Fe Atkinson, ill on Sea 
Davis, Wiruam, Coleshill, Warwick, Dh oonied Victualler Jan 15 Ryland & Oo, 


Birmingham 
Dawson, Eiganoz, Whitehaven Dec 20 White:ide & Frauks, Whitehaven 
DE bie = - Farts - cares Water In, Tower st, Provision Merchant Jan12 Camm & Co, 


Coleman st 
Di a: = QaxnELL, Whitehaven, Camberland Jan10 Brockbank & Co, White- 


meseemeint Mania, Sharow, nr Ripon, Yorks Jan%8 Minet & Co, King William st 
Firzsoun, Manraa, Stoke Ferry Sees Dec 31 Matthews, Swaffoam, Heitet 


Fourpaivier, Emma Groncina Dec 27 Tillington, 
FRankLanp, Jonn, Kirkby zea works,  H. Dec 81 Rimunteee & Gowland, 
aes Gemnse, Siaelion, Restaurant Keeper Jan 19 Leggatt & Co, Raymond 
s, Gray’s 
Grant, Ricnarp Tasseit Anrnony, Cowes,I of W Dec 27 Damant & Sons, Cowes 
Haywakp, CorisToPpHer Georce, Needham Market, Solicitor Jané Hayward & Son, 
Needham Market, Suffo 

Hixt, Cuaries, Derby Jan 5 Coley 
Flotven, Saran, , Lancs 
Homes, EvizaBera, Bredbury, or 
Homey, Jonny, e, Yorks Jen 
Hoox, Witi1aM, Chatham 
Law, SABAH ALICE pat Mh aay Be Dec 81 Holt & Co, Manchester 
Lrx, Wituram, Stamford, Lincs, Dairyman Jan1 ford 

arter Jan 2 Douglas, Alnwick 


Loumspen, WILLIAM, Alnwick, Northumberland, Cc 
atchmaker J Hiliman, 
8t Paul’s Charchyard,, Woollen Warechouseman Jani4 Lindsay & Co, 


Lurmay. Joun, Lewes, W: 
Mean, Faepesiocx, 8t 

Mivuze, Saran, South Oreake, Norfolk Poe 81 Cates & Co, Fakenham, Norfolk 
Moore. Witx14am, Aldeburgh, Suffolk A Lace & Doste. Casley, ee 

anil Archor & ari 


“ition, Odnam 
Dec 16 Smith & Sons, Hyde 
Bobson, P. 


Panton, Constant, Old Kent rd = i 





Prepoer, Euizasera, Bly, A Ascher, way, Cambridge 
POLLock, MapE.is®, Little Heath, eets “Dee at Hoo Hocombe, John st, Bedford row 
Bev, Evizasers Seccem, tere Dover Jani3 Gill, Devonport 
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20, 1902. 
, Macclesfield 


y, JOuN, Hurdsfield, Macclesfield Jan 10 Bullock & Swindells 

Bess Axe Twoursox, Hull Jan 8 Frankish & Oo, Hull 
. Gesemen Gorvon EvrHinstone, Ff Alte, Canada Jan 1 Seal & 
w, Serjeant’s inn, 

‘AMES, sen, Newcoh Hast, Mon, Farmer Morgan & £ Oo, Chepstow 
Bexsamin Austen, Dover, Bui'der at ol Mow & Mowil, Do 
JANE, Dee 29 - Mowll & Méwil. Do 
ee SAMUBL., astrincham, Chester Jan 14 Sutton & Oo, Manchester 
Wassrx, Eowanp, Hoxton, Art Chair Manufacturer Jan 7 Booty & Bayliffe, Raymond's 


bldge, 's inn 
MARIA, Old Park, nr Dawley Jan6 Oakengates, Saloo 
ee Darin, Brookroyd, Batley, Yorks, Pgs em renee Jan 24 Brearley, 


London Gaszette.—Turspay, Dec. 9, 


Arxess, Joux, Witham, Essex Jan 20 Alsop & Co, Liverpool 

Bantow, JoserH Tov, Kensington Jan8l Tatton, Kensiogton High st 

Bravuont, Letitia, Warrington. Jan 31 Davies & Co, Warrington 

Busasit, Aureep Josern, Dover Jan3 Mowll & Mowill. — 

Couemax, Samuat, Thornton Hough. Chester Jan1é Quiggin & Bros, Liverpool 
Ousunes, Hesry, Cape Coast Castle, Gold Coast Colony, Solicitor Jan 2 moody & 


Davis, Ayn. Fleur de lvs, Mon Jan& Thomas, Cardiff 

Davis, Joszrx, Great Alne, Warwick Dec 3t Davis, Solihull, Warwick 

Diepex, Faayx. Eastleigh. Licensed Victualler Jan 31 Bailey & White, Ea h iti 
ic 





Dowsow, Henry PEenpixsuay, Ealing Jan 10 Dowson & Co, Surrey st. 
Bmbankmen' 


t 
Sus, Witt1aM, Altrincham. Chester Jan10 Lambert & Smith, Manchester 
@upert, Sang, Lichtic!'d Jan 20 Sword & Son, Hanley 
Gisuzy, ANTHONY. Liverpool Jan7 Bremner & Co, Liverpool 
Gourtsy, oe peoaey Temprsiey, Queen Anne’s mins, Westminster Dec 31 Steel & 
Co, Bunderi 
Gazcory. Witt14M, Brampton, Chesterfield Jan 5 Bunting & Son, Chesterfield 
Heyy, Uanouine, Gedford Jan17 Earle & Co, Manchester 
HowpswortH, Henry. Burnley, Farmer March1 Bulcock. Burnley 
Howarp, WiL.14M, Tottenhill, Labourer Dec 31 Downham Market 
HupswELu, THomas, York Jan 10 Spink & Brown. York 
Jouysoy, Hasniet, Wimbotsham, Norfolk Dec 31 Rm 7 Downham Market 
Jovoz, ALrRED. Kenley, Surrey Jan 20 Barron & 


; coln’s inn fields 
Lampert. James Jonn. Manchester, Solicitor Jan 10 “te & —_, Manchester 


layc, AnTHUB, Rue Plautin, Brussels Jan 15 Simmons, Finsbury pvm' 
Tarosr. re Peckham, or Maritpa Larort, Worthing Jan 1 Prashbridge, White- 


pe 
Lovecrove. Maria, Hove Dec3l Grover & Co, Temple 
Mus, Tuomas, Rochdale, Pawnbroker Jan 31 Jackson & Co, Rochdale 

Morratt, Bvenezer. Hoxton, Oilman Jan9 Edwards, ., Quality ct, Chancery In 

Moosz, ye Chatbam, Dentist Jan5 Hayward & Uo, Rochester 

OpENsHAW —_ dg Licensed Victualler Jan 17 Butcher & Co, Bury 

Peck, JouN. Li lint Jani4 Bromley & Co, Rhy 

Rivers, Lady Soombnan North Brentor, Devon Jan rt Adam & Co, Bath 

lows, Mary, Upper Penn, Staffs Jan6 Underhill & Thorneycrott, Wolverhampton 
SuackLE, CoARtErs Gorpoy, Ascob, Berks Jan10 Hepburn, Westbourne crove 

nee, Boon age, Bingen wyen Hull, Steam Trawler Owner Feb14 kollic & Sons, 


Tex, Groncz, Bast Cowes, I of W, Painter Jani17 Bailey, jun, Newport 

Taouas, Resecca, Milverton, Somerset Jan 15 Michell, wei Somerset 

Tuorrs, WiLLtaM, Stow Bardolph. Norfolk, Farmer ec 81 r. Downham Market 

Vox Boratzs, Fairz Tuxopor Herricn, Alte Raben Strasse, Hamburg, Merchant 
Jan10 Plunkett & Leader, St Paul’s churchyard 

Waixer Reoivatp Toomas, Raymond bldgs, Gray’s inn, Solicitor Dec 31 Rickards, 


8 
Wart, James. Ainsdale, Lancs Jan3 Brown & Co, Southport 
Watroy, Eowarp Hyem, Elm Park gdns Dee3i Grover & Co, Temple 








(Voi. 47-] 151 
Wi . Ma & New Jan 31 Sole & Co, Aldermanbury 

Wasncttees. tow Aan Wénnen, Jan 15 Beall Northampton sq vi 

ZacwaRiasen, Louisa ELEaNor, Putney Feb 2 & Co, Gray’s inn eq ; 


London Gazette.—Frivay, Dec, 12. 


par Grace, Lancaster Jan 9 Hall & Co, Lancaster 
Baksn, Lf oh Caledonian rd, , Idington, Awl Blade Manufacturer Jan 12 Mote & 
Son, ay’s inn sq 

Barctay, Davin, West Norwood Jan 12 Sims, ryt Bent st 
Beamont, LeritiA, Warrington Jan 3l Davies & 
Beor, Cartes Heney, Liverpool Jan 10 Pan 
Berkevey, Frorexce Caippte, yy ge tL wick 
BERRiMAN, Joun Eva, Bod: 


19 Gibson, Chelsea 


I fan 15 _, Penzance 
| ee oe ——e weewie).. — San.) Bits Ipswich 
ROM y, WI, ley. Leeds, Esta’ 
Brows, Wiuutas Josurn, Stock, Eesex Feb 1 “Woodard & Oo, liter» at 
Carp, Many Marripa, Tuabridge Wells Jan 2 Buss. Tunbridge Wells 
Cakr, Jawzs Nicuo1sos, Carlisle, Biscuit Manufacturer Dec 31 Clutterbuck & Co, 


Carlisle 
Seay ER, yg Te og a . A a@é& tye | ago ed a 
HAPMAN, Saag, Orde Halls Gasqu: 
Caank, Tuomas, Tyldesley, Jan 10 Hope & Garstang, Atherton 
Denis, Axx, Newtowa, Southampton, J Louch, Newbury, Berks 
Dickson, Tuomas, Fuiford, Yi Feb 5 om licheloes & Brown, York 
Even, Cuaruts, Newport Sag Bucks Jan8 Watkins & Co, — st 
Enrecorr, Tsomas Caries, De Jan 20 Merchant & Co, 
—— Cuar.es, Southampton, Furniture Broker Jan 19 moore & a ae ia 


Gent. Maria, Devonport Jan 24 
Gibsons, oan Hewry, Withington, Lancs, t2 Agent Jan 10 Hadfield & Co, 


Man iter 

same Py bey en, iaate Colliery Fireman March 8 Hart-Dyke, Duchy of 
ancaster 

Haxgpakenr, Beveaness Yeadon, Yorks, Tea Dealer’s Manager Jan 1 Walmley. ¥ Yeadon 
| eee Euiza, M Bradford Jan 3) "Raroliffe & Darrance, Bradfi 
Hopson. Mary, West Derby, Lancs Jan 31 Lowlesa & Co, ae, ak 
James, Henry, Crowan, Cornwall, Farmer Jan10_ Daniell & — ge Camborne 
Jonxs, Saran, Hayle, Phillack. Cornwall Jan 15 Boase, Penzanc' 
Jost, Georce, Thetford, Suffolk, 's Clerk Jan 14 Houchen & Co, Thetford 
Kinsey, Joun, Leicester Jani Williams, Ldonten 
Kuen, ‘Groace AyprEw, North Shields, Pork Buteber Jan 21 . Dickinson & Co, North 
ManrsHat, eee North Shields, Timber Merchant Jan21 Dickinson & Co, North 
Nozt, Brace Cecit, Ripley, Surrey E my = wy - & Co, Old Cavendish st 


Overy, Roper, Hailsham 
Pganson, Ans, Dovenby, ae ColMighttaot & —- Maryport 
Reve et Brighton Ff 7. ip” Mow! € Mow, 
EBBECK, Henry, aD 
®KEeN, Joun ApoLruus, Hove, Timber Merchant Jan 31 Turner, ens av 
SLATER, CuasLorre, Derby Feb 12 Powell, Derby 
Suiru, Joszra Dz Carnie, Norwich, Wholesale Dinggiet Jan 18 Blyth, Norw: 
Sranpen, Rey Witi1am, Long Sutton, Hants Jan 15 Ffooks & Dovrrae, 8 
Srevens, Witiam, Stroud Green Jan 21 Leslie & Co. Late ee gh Basinghall at 
Srurr, Harriet, Colwyn Bay, Denbigh Jan 12 Hill, Queen Victoria 
ae, GrorcE _— or Maida Vale Jan 26 ‘Thompson & Debenhams, Salters’ 
Bal ct, a 

Wurreseap, Joux, Openshaw, Manchester Jan9 Banks & Co, Heywood 
Wittiams, Mary, Penn, Staffa Jan15 Willeock & Taylor, Wolverhampton 
Woutrams, Wiiwiam, Li o0l1 Jan10 Hindle & Son, 

Jan15 Battishill & Houlditch, Exeter 

Jan 16 Pigge, Manchester 





Witson, Tuomas, Exeter, House 
Yang, ayy, Newton Heath, Manchester 








Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—Fripay, Dec, 12. Nov 25 Ord Dec8 


Sr Crain, Cuaries bt arr ag) ne Derby, Journey- 
Sheffield Pes D rd Dec 9 
Yorks dumber Pet Nov 28 arm, WitiraM 


RECEIVING ORDERS. man Baker 

Ayeriss, Gzonce, Towtwater, Bucks, Builder Aylesbury | Saw, Bravumonr, Batley, 

Pat Dec? Ord D Ord Dec 10 
Avery,” Freorrick Batiy, Southsea Portsmouth Pet 

Deo8 O:d Dec8 tt Pet Dec8 Ord D 
Batts, dass, ey grmouth, Lode’ mg House Keeper Gt Tamsy, Witu1am, —— 
Barker, Tawwae, Fosmosden: vat Machine Dealer 

Burnley Pet Dec8 Ord Dec8 


Barzuax, Goprrey, Savile Town, Dawsbury, Chemical 
Manufacturer Dewsbury Pet Nov28 Ord Dec 10 
Bousrtap, Henry James, Teeter, Lanes, Greengrocer 
Liverpool Pet Nov 2) Ord Des8 
Bursach, Epwarp Tuomas, Hythe, Kent, Butcher 

Canterbury Pet Dec6 Ord Decé , Luton, Straw Mat 
"a = Lous Busweicu, Leeds Leeds Pet Dec 10 Ord Dec 10 


Warrrieip, Wit114u, Stanley, Durham, Miner Newcastle | 
on Tyne Pet Dec 9 Ord Dec 9 ll Bankruptcy b 
Wis, Aurrep, Dean st, Holborn, Provision Merchant | : 
High Court Pet Dec3 Ord Dec8 
Woopcrort, Artaus, and Tuoxas Henay Hancraves. | 
Manufacturers 


| Boss. Witttam, Leeds, Clothier Leeds Pet Nov 19 Ord | Dopgagr, Some Smita Clements, Norfolk 
6, Wit . i - , Terrington 8t ’ 
RUssELL- _ Stl M. Maddox st, Costumier High Court | 


Dec 19 at 10,16 Court house, King’s 
Exu1s, yen Cuurs, Richmond Dec 19 at 11.30 24, 
Railway app, London 


Evays, Ruys, abegee, iam. Collier Dec 20 at 
11,30 Off 81, Alexandra rd, Swanses 
Merchant 


High 
19 at 12 1, St aldate’s, Oxford 





Bou High ua Poca Borough pare, Frait Salesman | Fox, Joun Samy Wittiam, Earl. Shilton, Leicester, 


2zat3 Off tec, 1. Berridge st, Leicester 


as, Bock Manufacturer Leicester Fnaxce, Wincan, Gt James st, Lisson on grove, Butcher 
Tay oo Wants , RR Clerk Gt Grimsby G@auxx, “_ “ che 


Deas ard Olt Bee | ti igh a 
2c 23 at 
| Greic, Lawaence — on, Lewes Dec 22 at 


| Hamson, Joun Wetxs, King’s 9 Pawabroker Dec 19 
mastapaven. Waek Hep Leeds Dec 19 at 1 Off 

| RGREAVES AMUBL LEY 

Luton Pet Dec 10 22, 4 , 
| | Harars, ag = Builder Dec 19 at 11.80 


ha oy 


Gumyie, Huon, Byker, Newcastle on Tyne, Bailder | FIRST MEBTINGS. Off Ree 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet roy A Ord D Dec -. | Avten, Eanest Surra, Qationys Photographer Dec 20 | Havano, Brnsamts, Victualler Dee 
Dovcusety, Joun, Stockton on Tees, Shearsman Stock- at 11.39 Off 4, Queen st, Off Ree, 4.Q arthen 
tonon Tees Pet Dec8 Ord Dec8 Avery, Frepsraick Henry. counen” Be Dec 19 at 8 Off Bicone, Mwivusas Soarrny clverhampton, Timber 
MarraEw Panx, Barrow in. Furmess, Butcher, Rec, Camb’ june. igh st, P. Merchant Deo 22at li Of Wolverhampton 
Barrow in Furness Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 9 | Barrys, WILUE heffield, Grocer ‘Deo 19 at 12 Off Reo, | Hoon, pater Ne Agent Dec 19 
Touwoop, Bexsamix, Sedgley, Staffs, Builder Dudley | In, Off Kec, 95, Tempe chmbrs, av 
Pet Dec6 Ord Dec 6 | Boz, Hasny Huzpseer, Doncaster. Painter Dec 19 | Hvourss, Wintiax, Gronot, Mubarton, Norfolk, Farm 
Heysnact, Josgex Tuomas, Wigan, Grocer Wigan Pet| at12.30 Off Reo, Fi In, Sheffield Dec 20 ati Off Rec, st, Norwich 
DeeS Ord Dec 8 Burin, ALFrep, Leicester, Manufacturer Dec 92 | Isaac, Lape or be tegy = yg he Labourer 
a0, CunisTOr HER, Hopesay, Salop, Farmer Leominster, at 1280 Off Rec, 1, Berridge Leicester | Dec 19 at 3 136, — st, Mertn { 
Pet Dec8 Ord Decs ee Hues, Byker, Builder | James, Cartes Tuom ome Friedsbury, nor 
Hut, Bicuanp, Minskip. nr Premaatbrifen, Yorks, Carty | Dec 19 at 11,30 Off Ben, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on | Rochester, Kent, Author Dec 22 at 12.15 116, 16, High 


Wright Yorks Pet Dec 
Jouysox. = Wicks, Re Ort ee , Yorks, Watchmaker 


Kzsyox onl Doce ancs, 


Mayes, Epwarp from sg Pulham 8t Mary 
i 
RBERT EORGE, airyman 
ells Pet Nov 26 urd De vt ” 
~ aomese Crark. and OLv ms Laorig Lynoaas, New- 
on Tyne, Shipowners Newcastle on 
Dec9 Ora Dec neuer 


Cowzs, Wim, 


Davizs Henry Epwarp, 





9 London Bri Bridge 
Haat, Dice, Oxford, Plumber Oxford Pet Dec | en ten Dec 22at3 Room 91, Temp!e | Nosus, Jouy, be oe geiocand Pare 
Pras, Jauzs, Foulden, Norfolk, Farmer King’s Lynn | = aoa Boardiog house K 
Pet Dec 8° Ord Deo 8 ’ pall 19 at 12 30 Sreetuket 1 attddlesbrongh 
Roserrs, so Sarn, Pontrag, er Carnarven, Quayryman beating es 
Pet Dec10 Ord Dec 10 Dec 19 at 11 


yne 
Cuanp, James Bicnarp, Stoke Newiogton 
‘ewingt Dec 19 at 11.30 Off 
Temole chmbrs, Temple av 
Carlisle, Blacksmith Dec 22 at 3 Off 20 at 10.30 19, 
the Virgin, Ree, 34. Fisher st, Carlisle 


Stoke ox, Jomx, Rhostyllon. Denbigh, Collier Dee 90 at 11 
Lanes, Engine Tenter Dec 


Ke . . ALpeat, He: 
st, Boltoa 
=, Sune Dec 19 at 11:40 


Kerrie, Joayx, Bourne, 


Dec 22 at Tne Law Vourta, 


Ecoleshall, Saddler 
Be an & Westhead’s Offica, 1, Martin at, | Scam Jou, and Hocan 8 Buows: Cwmbran, Mon, 


Bu 
DE Micue.s, Leorotp Joun Manners, Godalming, Surrey, } New, 
Barrister at Law Dec 22 at 1230 24, Railway ove, | | Movutp, 


Dec lv at 11 Off Rec, Westgate cambrs, 


Pierte! Seed Merchant 
Deo 22 at 11 Oit Hee, Regent cree, Swiadoo 

Rowtanp WNos.t, 

Dec 20 at ll 


Grosvenor 
Ucmaiaston n Agent rege ao Wratt & Report Oa ; Office, 1, Meee Ly 
etry E House la, Bull Btafford 4 
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Punsz, Jauzs, Foulden, Norfolk, Farmer Dec 19 at 10 
‘Court King’s Lynn 

Bare, Jouy, jermere, Westmorlard, Caterer Dec 20 

at «4 The Hotel, Stramongate, Kendal 


Warrmscuam. Wittiam Grorce. 
Landon Bere Dec 22 at 1130 24, Railway app, 
on 


Wrzs, —_ st. Holborn, Provision Merchant 
Dec 23 Bankraptoy blogs Carey st 
Wis0s, | oa nn my = Hasdy, Builder Dec 19 at 3 
Of Ree, Byrom st. Manchester 
Cleethorpes Builder Dec 19 at 11 Off 
Gt Grimsby 


15, Osborne st, 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Anum, Guesen, Loudwater, Bucks, Builder Aylesbury 
Pet Ord Dec 9 


Weteee ih. On 


9 
avem, Dee’. Ov Hewyny, Southsea, Hants Portsmouth 


Ord Dee 8 

Batis, Jauzs, Gt Yarmouth, Lodging house Keeper Gt 

Yarmouth Pet Dec9 O:d Dec 9 

Bagxer, Thomas, eee Sewing Machine Dealer 

Pet Dec 8 d Dee 8 

Brizpacu, —— *aowas, By Sytee, Kent, Butcher 

s, Lovis Buruzicn, Leeds ns Pet Dec 10 
Ora Dee 10 


on Tees 
Deon, Agruve Epwarp -Percrvat, Redland, Bristol, 
Estate Bristol Pet Nov 25 Ord Dec 9 
Eowanzps, Boszer Wri11am, Hezwoxp Matiettr a Garon 
ana Roserr Wiiiam Epwarps, jun, 
— ers onton Pet thor 1 13 Ord 


Feu. Matrazw 2 a in Furness, Butcher 

Fou + meg Sedgley, Staff, Bui de Dadley 
woop, Brxsauis, 8, 
Pet Dec6 Ord 

Haxzowicke. Wiitiam  Bamazste, Hotel Kesper Canter- 
bury Pet Oct 8 


Hepvuzy, Joux jua, os ny al Gentleman 
High Court Pet July 17 wy Se 
Grocer Wigan Pet 


as, 
8 
Curistoruze, Hopessy, indi Seer Le misster 
Pet Dee 8 Ord Deo 8 ; 


York, Cart- 
sar Torre bes embers To 
Hots, Anruve. Bradfc Bradford Pet Nov 
19 Ord Dec 
ee Edmonton 
oma 4 mote Build 8 
» Witt1am. West Hartlepool, ex Sunder- 
land Pet Nov 26 Ord Dec9 
Jouxsox, Atzeet Wicxs, Rotherham, York’, Watchmaker 
Sheffield Pet DecS Ord Dec 8 
Kzsyos, Atzzzet, Heywood, Lancs, Engine Tenter 
Bolton Pet Dec 6 Dee 6 


McMcttex, Won Azrave, Lioyd’s av, Fenchurch st 
Court Per Ot? O Ord Dec 8 
Neat, Piamber Oxford Pet 
Dee 10 Ord Dee 10 
ar | Fenchurch st High Court Pet Sept 3 
Purse, Jam, oe ae ey Norfolk, Farm LKiag’s Lynn 


Pea Dee 8 
me meaemneren, Quarryman 


Bangor Pet Decio Ord Dec 10 
Gr Craze, Cusutzs Feeprzice, item, Derby, Baker 
Sheffield Pet vec9 Und Lec9 


Worrriscnan, Witttsau Groncr, Wandsworth, Piano- 
5 ae Wandsworth Pet Des 8 Ord 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
TAssox, Vurornicx loxx, Stockton on 
Beuveictons 


Tees, Printer 
aa on Tees Aéjud Ang 11, 1890 Annul Dec 10, 
London Gaattts.—Tcusvar, Dee 16. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Barexas, Bovrer lxwix, Ghigles, Yorks Bradford Pet 
Ura Dee 11 
Cicthier Etoke om Trent Pet 
Jacnson, Wdliagborcugh, Northampton, | 
Northampton Pet Dec iz Ord Dee i 
Abt, Bistkgoot, Moter Car Kogineer Preston 
Butcher Brenttord Pet | 


a Oy ee Jeweller Ash‘on 


Covtruarp, Tuomas, Ashford, Kent, Draper Canterbury 
Pet Dec13 Ord Dec 13 
, Yorks, Farmer York Pet 


Cow Linea, —_. 
Dec ra Dec 11 

Danks, hoe” AtrgEeD, West Bromwich, Baker West 
Bromwich Ord Dec 11 

Davi 2 Com, Stationer Ponty- 


et Dec 11 
Mary Axx, Tylorstown. 
Pet Dec 4 Ord Dec 4 
Davizs, Witttam, and Tuomas Parry Epwanps. Merthyr 
Tydfil. Tailors Merthyr Tydfil Pet Desi Ord Decil 
cNLOP, ELLEN JANE. Confectioner Bradford 
et Dec 12 Ord Dec 12 


Seenmee Gzoncz <AvszEN Water, Brompton rd, 
= so ufacturer High Court Pet Nov 24 
12 


GrEENHILL, Joun SterpHeys, Wimbledon, Beehive Manu- 
fac Pet Dec 12 Ord Dec12 

Hawwyavorp, SipNey ey Kesyham Devonport, 
Builder Plymouth 


Hay, TH Whitley Bay, eine =< Bign Writer 
ay, THOMAS, 

Newcastle on Tyne Pet Dec 12 + at ge 
a Epwarp PasmirTes, 


—— thampton, Farmer fenee | be Des 12 Or 


12 

Heatsrizip, Ricuarp, Leadenhall st High Court Pet 
Nov 21 Dec 13 

Hexstey, Henry Arrtuur, Reading, Engineer Reading 
Pet Becl0 Ord Dec 10 

Horsemay, Wituam, and Witi1am Sorneray, West 
aon, Builders Pet Nov 25 Od 

ec 1 
aS G i, Bost Bel heey av, Bookmaker High Court 


ct 22 Ord Dec 
Jonzs + 7, Roakrpool, Mon, Collier Newport, Mon 
Pet 


Maren Jou, Drapers gins High Court Pet Sept 16 


Moss Toomas ARTHuUR, Home Bay, Coal Merchant Caater- 

bury Pet Dec13 Ord Dec 18 
Owens, Frepezicx Jonn, and Tuomas Antuoxy Piexce, 
Laundry Proprietors High Court Pet 


Dee 11 Ord Dec il 

Price, eae, Florist Cardiff Pet Dec 
11 

Raveyscrort, Joux, Northwich, Wheelwright Crewe Pet 
Dee13 Ord Dee 13 

Rosgets, WILLIAM, Panta ju, Lianberis, Carnarvon, Engice 

Driver Bangor Pet Deol? Ord Dee 12 

— x, Bxoce, be olverhampton Wolverhimpton Pet Dec 

mene & Co, J B,¥eatherstone st, Grocers High Court 
Pet Nov17 Oru Dec ll 

Surro, Witt1am Laweence, Stratford, Boot Dealer High 
Court Pet Dec 12 ——- Dec 12 

Sroart. Jouy, W Herts High Court Pet Oct 31 
Ord Dec 


Srvsss parees as A.rrep, Leeds, Drapers Leeds Pet Dec 
12 n 

Voyrsey, Weaene Kingston on eo. Batcher King- 
ston, Surrey Pet Nov?7 Ord Dec 11 

Watxer, Karz, Mansfield, Notts, ll Nottingham 

W. mot, bo me ag oie Salop, Debt 

ABDLE. EDERICK = sy" 

Collector Wrexham Ord Dec 9 

Warsow, oo Bounthorne, Li Lincs, Coach Builder Gt 


Dec9 Ord Dec 
Watts BRowtasp, Manor Park, Spies Outfitter High 
Court Pet Oec13 Ord Dec 13 
Yares, Ha'e, . Insurance Broker 
Pet Dec13 Ord Dee 13 
Wivarrt. Freperice Gzoncz, avd Arrave But Wivetu. 
ss sinters Gt Grimsby Pet D.cl0 O.d 
. 10 


Amended notice substituted for that published in thé 
London Gazette of Nov 7 : 


Posten, Boot Moker 


Wits, 
. 


Bengeworth 
Pet Nov8 Ord Nov 


Amended notice substitated for that eubtithed tm the 
London 


Dysox, Emma, 
Worcester 


Gazette of Dec 9 
Constante, Epwarp 2 Waser, Windsor, Baker Winds>r 
Pet Dec3 Ord Dec 
FIBST MEETINGS. 


ANsTI8#, Goceee, lectus, Bucks, Builder Dec 23 at 
12 1, 8t Aldate’s, O: 
Bursp:x, Wares, barwens Boot Dealer Dec 23 at 3 
Preston 


14, Chapel st, 
aan CAROLINE, Newport, Mon, Grocer and Baker 


Dec 28 at 11 Rec, WWontgate chmbrs, Sewpo:t, 
BurrezwoerTn, Feaxx, Rochdale, Grocer Dec 23 at 11.15 
Townhall. Rochdale 
Coma, Eowarp Hazey, hs pnd Baker Dec 23 at 


ma 6,3 temas eae, © Zomolo a av Sai 
wusas, ne ‘orks, Farmer 
Bio Fhe fied House Duncombe ph York 
Comm’ 
Dec 2 
Eyez, Hexny Jaues Monto v presnents, ar Derby, Farmer 
Faruex, Gronce Averex Waxren, Brom 
ote bldgs, pay at 
y tw ad Dec 28 at 11 Off Rec, 15, 
Osborne st, an by 
Gaar, Wiisstau Eoosn. Sew Brosd st, Company Promoter 
ol Ca 
| Gxaves, Jon Hovnns, 
Baakrup ev bligs. Carey +t. 
Hare, Joux Means. Woitacre, Co evhill Warwick, Parmer 
Dec 2@atia 174, wt, Bir 
| gz ‘Miowkip, 
LL, Bicwann, 
“gright Dee Deo 25 at 7180 sagt tes hed tones, 
Duncombe pl. Y¥: 
| Honsemas, TT Bea and Wittsam Bornznax, West 





Sue = Durham, iesion 
oat ote Of he, 26, Joba st, Sunderland 
DeBatti Off Rec. 47, Fall ot . Derby 
pton rd, 
Dec 23 at 11 Bank- 
Gun Exam, 

dec B1 at 2 80 rey st 
Dec 23 
Hexen , dh Tuomas Wisar, Grocer D.6 98 at 10 

— AU ’ * 6 
Shouse, f Pr + gga t. Wigan 





—= 
Builders Dec 23 at 2.30 Grand Beta 
Aina, 


Har 


West 
Jaoxsoy, Asnzz Haney, Sheffidd, Draper's 
Dec 23. at 12 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 


Joxzs, Epwarp Marx. St Quintin a 
Canvasser Dec 30 at 9.30 Were rie 

Kiwserury, = Franchise st. pee arr. Staffs, 
Dealer 28 atl1 174, C»rporati 

LagpEnt, Monk ng Queen’ Me = Cy Mont 
80 at11 Bankruptcy bidgs, 

oo Davip. Gosforth, N Wistietietand, Draper De 
23 at 11.80 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on 

Mayes, col Ais, the Vi: N 
Farmer Dec 20 at 2 Boval Gotel, Ni 

Moopy, Gzorcz CLaRk, = Otvur Lupwie Lyyoaus, 
Newcastie on Tyne. Coa a 3 at y 
Off Moslev 


Rec 30, st, Seupsioes Ten 
Ricuarps, Gzorcz, Widnes Dec 30 at 10.80. Off Reo, 
Victoria st. Liverpool 


sis > = Gzozcz Wiiu1am, Gt Yarmouth. Surgen 
Dea Dec 28 at 10.30 The Star Hotel, Gt Yarmouth 
Sruarr, ‘Tous, Watford Dec 30at12 Bankruptcy big, 


Carey st 
Taytor, Jonn Witiiam. Cleethorp‘s, Clerk Jan 1 at 10m 
Off Rec. 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimeby 
Turnsut, THomas Bowarp, "Bootle. tome, Baker Dech 
atilz Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Wanoie, Freperick “nanres, 
Dec 23 at 12 Off Rec, 
Chester 


Wairrizip, Witu1aM. Stanley, Durham, Miner Dec23s 
1l Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, ft: Neweastle on Tyne 


'. 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Bgirve. James. Tuostall, Clothier Stoke apon Trent Pot 
Dec12 Ord Dec 12 

Bett Georce Jacxsox, Wellingborough, Northampton, 
Carpeater Northsmpton Pa Dec18 Ord Dec 18 

Bovusrgap, —= James, Fezakerley, Lanes, 

Pet Nov 20 Ord Dec i2 

Gua ten: Coventry, Hsy Dealer Coventry Pet Dx 
2 Ord Dee 11 

Cow.ina. James. Easingwold, Yorks, Farmer York Pe 
Dec3 Ord Dec 12 

Craicice Grorce Simpson, Peckhsm - eced Merchant 
Hgh Court Pet Nov 25 Ord Dec 1 

Dayxs, Joun Atrrip, West Brom wish, Baker West 

comwich Pat Decll Ord Dec it 
Davies, Mary Ayn, Tylorstown, G:am, Stationer Ponty: 
Pet Dec 4 Ord Dec4é 


Davies, Wittram, avd Tomas Parry  Fpwanps, 
my ah pa Tailors Merthyr Tydfil Pet Dec il 


rd Dec 11 
——-= WH,Twickenham Brentford Pet Novi2 On 


pol.4, Faroricr, Snow Hill, Licensed Victualler High 
Court Pet Novi3 Ord Dec 1 
, Bradford, Confectioner Bradford 


Grezsnitt, Jony Streruens, Mey my Beehive Manu- 
fa ogston edt 19 Ord Dec 18 
Hawwarorp, fipney ates 
He B a ae ngstock, South :mptos, 
ABN, IDWARD ABMITER. ° UD @ 
= ay , pton Pet Deci2 Ord Dec 12 
ENSLEY wey Arruur, Reading, Engineer 
Pet Bec 12 Ord Dec 10 
Hirosines, Witiiaw Henry, avd Faancis Henry Owns, 
8t George, Bristcl, nf; rs Bristol PetHo 
12 Ord ell 
Jonas, Isaac, Pontypool, Collier Ne Mon Pet De 
12 Ord Dec 12 
Meee, Tuomas Antuue, Herne Bay, Merchant Caste- 
berry Pet Deci3 Ord Dec 13 
Oze. Huen Eaciesuam, Gracechurch st, Shipping Merchant 
High Court Pet Oct 23. Ord Dec 11 
Porter, Gaoncze Rees, Adelaide pl, London Bridge, 
chipping agent High Court Pet Sept 29 Ord Decld 
Ravenecrovt. Joux, Northwich, Wheelwright Crewe 
Pet Ded3 Ord Dec 15 
Suen WiLuiam, Pantadu, uneven, Engine Driver 
s Lan Pet ~ 12 Ord’ De - 
= oszrpH Bewsamin, .,_bridgewater 
Ostrich Feather Manufacturer High or 


8: i | li Wolverhampton Pe 
mitH, Exocu, Wolv pton olver! 
Deol2 Ord Dec 12 


furru, Means Law ine Stratford, Boot Dealer High 
Court Pet Deci2 Ord Dec 12 

Srvens, —w~4 ALFRED, eae” Drapers Leeds Pe 
ec 12 Ord Dec 12 


Wanotg, pe Cuanies, Oswestry, Debt Collect 
r Pet Dec? Ord Dec 
Warsow Sayuxs Lincs, Coachbui'der @ 
Grimsby Pet 


Dec nae Deo 9 
Waress, Reormavo WivuaM aenes, Fleet st, Adve 
digh eG — -) 7. Od ‘See 10 
Winans Jamus Ee pe Tooting, B Wandsworth 
Witurasns Wires, ala Cheshire, Jpmsenee Broker Mev 
chester 138 O.d Dec 18 


Wiva.s, Faxpenicn Gueacs,and Anruue Evi Wivet,@ 
Grimwby, Paisters Gt Grimsby P.t Dec 10 


Amended notice substitated for that pound ia 
the London Gazette of Nov 7: 


ob Boot Mier 


Pet Mon 3” ond Nov 8 
Amended notice substitute for thet published ia 
the London Gazette of Deo 0: 


Dyson Huma, 
Worcester 


Commrastx, Bowanp Hannay, Windsor, Baker Winker 
Pet Dec 8 Ord Deo 8 





